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CHAPTER1 


The Significance of Codex Schøyen 
and Explanations for Its Text 


11 Introduction! 


iii The Schøyen Collection 
The Schøyen Collection exists, in part, “to preserve and protect for posterity 
a wide range of written expressions of belief, knowledge and understanding 
from many different cultures throughout the ages."? This noble and estimable 
purpose is evident in its acquisition and publication of many significant manu- 
scripts? one of which is a Matthew text, MS 2650. The manuscript was virtu- 
ally unknown until its purchase (1999), followed by the publication (2001) of 
its magisterial and comprehensive editio princeps in The Scheyen Collection 
series.* 

The manuscript is a part of the Coptic literary tradition long recognised as 
important for establishing the text ofthe New Testament.5 The New Testament 


1 This work is a lightly revised version of my Cambridge PhD thesis, under the supervision of 
Dr. Peter J. Williams. In addition to minor corrections, I have attempted to make it more 
accessible to the general New Testament researcher. Greek and Coptic texts are generally 
accompanied by translation, and most citations in French and German have either been 
replaced by summary explanations or translated in full (all translations are my own, with 
few exceptions duly noted). Nonetheless, a good grasp of Greek grammar and at least a 
rudimentary knowledge of Coptic is assumed of the reader for much of the work. Text critics 
lacking expertise in Coptic should find the text-critical assessment in chapter 6 sufficiently 
accessible, and non-specialists should have little difficulty reading most of chapters 1, 2 and 
7, as well as the substantial concluding sections of chapters 3-6. 

2 Schøyen Collection 2009. I am thankful for Mr. and Mrs. Scheyen's kindness and hospi- 
tality as I examined the manuscript at the Schøyen Collection near Oslo, Norway in June 
2010. 

3 Its website asserts that the collection “comprises about 13,700 manuscripts and inscribed 
objects" (Schøyen Collection 2009). 

4 With justification, Tjitze Baarda characterised the edition as *magnificent" and "beautiful" 
(20042, 265; 2004b, 302). 

5 Bohairic Coptic was collated for the apparatus of John Fell’s 1675 edition of the Greek New 
Testament (Metzger 1977, 122). 
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is not well attested prior to the fourth century and some have asserted that 
the text of the Gospels evolved significantly and chaotically in the earliest 
period oftextual transmission (Koester 1990, ten Kate 2007, 623). Since the early 
versions are derived from texts dating to the second and third centuries, they 
may contribute to our understanding of the early New Testament text.” 


112 Manuscript Description 

The editor, H.-M. Schenke, designated the manuscript “Codex Schøyen,” in hon- 
our of the collector Hans Martin Schgyen, to whom the edition was dedicated. 
Its text is in the Middle Egyptian Coptic dialect. Its first five folios are miss- 
ing (11—5:37), as well as one other leaf (part of Matt 10), and it is lacunose to 
some extent on each page.? The Schøyen Collection describes the manuscript 
as originally having 45 papyrus folios (23x20cm.), written in a single column 
(18x14-16 cm.) of 25-28 lines, “in a fine regular Coptic uncial.” The Schøyen Col- 
lection suggests that it is *probably from the same hoard as the Chester Beatty 
papyri" and that its original provenance was a monastery in the Oxyrhynchus 


6 Only about 1496 of Matthew's Gospel is attested by manuscripts of the second and third 
centuries; cf. 6.3.4.1 below. Recently, a number of papyrologists have questioned the early 
dating of the Greek New Testament papyri (e.g., Bagnall 2009, 1-24). 

7 Wisse 1995, 131. Christian Askeland more recently surmises, "The Coptic biblical trnaslations 
must have been [sic] arisen during the Christianization of Egypt. Apparently, the Coptic 
New Testament and probably the entire Old Testament had been translated by the middle 
of the fourth century, suggesting that the tradition began during or before the persecutions 
of Diocletian (303-313)" (2012, 255). 

8 “The Mesokemic or Middle Egyptian dialect ... belongs to the Coptic dialects of Middle Egypt. 
It is one of the relatively minor Coptic idioms and probably flourished only briefly in the early 
period of the Coptic Language (fourth and fifth centuries), but nevertheless developed in this 
period into a highly standardized written dialect" (Schenke 1991c, 162). Codex Schøyen is the 
second Middle Egyptian Matthew that has come to light in the 2oth century. NA?’ uses the 
siglum mae in reference to the Middle Egyptian versions generally. In Matthew, mae refers to 
Codex Scheide; in Acts, Codex Glazier; and in the Pauline letters, Codex Milani. UBS^ uses the 
siglum meg for the Middle Egyptian witnesses. Codex Schøyen has not yet been cited by either 
New Testament edition. A fifth Middle Egyptian biblical text is Codex Mudil of Psalms. Most 
recently, Askeland has published a Middle Egyptian fragment of John’s Gospel from the Petrie 
Museum (2012a, 148-155). Schenke produced the editio princeps not only of Codex Schøyen, 
but also that of Scheide (1981) and Glazier (1991b), not to mention an analysis of Mudil (1996). 
For a bibliography of the Middle Egyptian dialect, cf. Heike Behlmer's compilation, (2009), to 
which should be added Bosson 2006; Schenke 1996, 1999, 2000, 2001a, 2004b. 

9 Uwe-Karsten Plisch characterises mae? as a whole “recht gut erhalten, jedoch weniger gut als 
der schon bekannte mittelagyptische Mt-Text des Codex Scheide” (2001, 368). 
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region of Egypt (Scheyen Collection 2009). Following the editor, I refer to the 
manuscript with the siglum mae?.!° 


11.3 Significance of Mae? 

Mae? is significant for multiple reasons.!! First, it is often cited, perhaps too 
confidently, as having an early fourth century date, and as such, the Schøyen 
Collection claims that “u chapters ... and a great number of verses elsewhere, 
are ... the earliest witnesses to these parts of the Bible"? Given that Matthew 
has so little second and third century attestation, such an early date would 
make mae? all the more important (cf. 6.3.4.1). Secondly, it provides substantial 
attestation of a minor Coptic dialect which was hardly known until the second 
half of the 2oth century.? Thirdly, its subdialect, although close to that of Codex 
Mudil (Plisch 2001, 368; Schenke 2001) is hitherto unattested.* Fourthly, it is 


10 Within this work, I generally use the the siglum to encompass both the manuscript and 
its textform. As necessary, however, I differentiate the two by referring to the textform as 
the text of mae?. By Vorlage, I refer not to the manuscript's exemplar, but to the Greek text 
behind the Coptic text of Codex Schøyen (pace Baarda, 2006, 401). 

11 Nathalie Bosson refers to mae? as an extraordinary New Testament Coptic witness, elab- 
orating, "Extraordinaire dans toutes les acceptions du terme: événement qui arrive rare- 
ment, qui étonne par sa bizarrerie, imprévu, remarquable en son genre" (2006, 19). 

12 Schøyen Collection 2009. The eleven chapters are 6-9, 13-17, 22 and 28. Dating Coptic 
manuscripts is notoriously difficult (Layton 1980, 149—158; cf. Parker 2008, 67-68). No one 
seems to have dated mae? independently, but rather to have merely accepted Schenke's 
first half of the fourth century date. Schenke, however, did not justify his assessment 
except for a laconic reference to its archaic features (2001, 17). Nonetheless, the general 
date seems reasonable because 1) Middle Egyptian is thought to have flourished only in 
the fourth and fifth centuries more or less (Schenke 1991b, 52; 1991c, 162; cf. Kahle 1954, 223- 
224); and 2) mae! is dated to the fifth century (cf. Metzger, citing also the opinion of Skeat 
and Roberts; 1976, 303), and the archaic features in mae! which Metzger cited to justify 
his fifth century date are even more prevalent in mae?. Given the significant syntactical 
differences between mae? and known Greek readings, it may be that the later that one 
puts the date for mae? the more problematic its text becomes, for as Metzger notes, the 
versions trend toward formal equivalency over time (1976, 306-307), making a late date 
for a free translation as improbable as the continued use of a “non-canonical” Matthew 
in the sixth or seventh centuries, at the zenith of Coptic orthodoxy. (See Askeland [2012a, 
94-106] for the refutation of Karlheinz Schüssler's argument to the contrary that Sahidic 
John was redacted to become less formally equivalent.) 

13 Schenke wrote, "It is to the abiding credit of P.E. Kahle that on the basis of a very few 
small fragments he was the first to postulate [Middle Egyptian] as an independent dialect 
(1954)" (19916, 162). 

14 Thisis the conclusion reached by Bosson in her careful dialectal comparison of mae? with 
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independent from all other Coptic versions of Matthew (Plisch 2001, 368; et 
al.). Fifthly, the text of mae? is probably one of the earliest Middle-Egyptian 
Coptic translations," and thus from it one might infer the boundaries early 
translators may have had in translation technique for authoritative religious 
texts.!6 Finally, as I argue in chapter six, when translational phenomena are 
identified and accounted for, mae?’s strong alliance with both o1 and 03 is 
evident, and this has implications for establishing the initial text of Matthew's 
Gospel and its early transmission history. 


12 Schenke's Thesis 


1.2.1 Overview 

Mae?'s editor would likely find this last point surprising and dismiss with 
prejudice any notion of mae?’s textual affinity with o1 and 03, and perhaps 
also the point about the early development of translation technique. Rather, 
Schenke argued that mae? is significant for its attestation to an alternative 
Gospel of Matthew, and not the Matthew long known through the Greek 
manuscript tradition (“canonical” Matthew). Indeed, he argued for a complex 
textual history of mae? that makes it the textual basis of a Hebrew or Aramaic 
Matthew. He writes, 


And of the many conceivable options, perhaps the simplest and most nat- 
ural would be that mae? in principle, was the one textform that under- 
lay the various forms of Jewish-Christian Gospels. But this Matthew Gos- 


the other Middle Egyptian codices. She writes, “... il nous semble que c'est tout naturelle- 
mentetà juste titre que R. Kasser voit, dans le texte récemment publié parSchenke, ‘la pre- 
mière attestation d'un nouveau dialecte copte (pour nous, sigle C, pour Schenke, variété 
à rattacher au sigle MY. Le sigle C proposé à la communauté scientifique résume la nou- 
velle appellation kasserienne de cata-mésokémique [i.e., xata-] ..." (2006, 70). Schenke 
claimed that the dialect in mae? is closest to that of an Isaiah manuscript whose 15 frag- 
mentary leaves were mixed in with mae? at the time of the Schgyen Collection's acqui- 
sition of mae?, but which was not included with its purchase (2001, 17, 30). The Isaiah 
manuscript apparently remains unavailable to the public or for scholarly examination, 
with other germane details undisclosed. Askeland notes that his newly published Middle 
Egyptian John fragment from the Petrie Museum has a *dialect that is almost precisely the 
same as the Schøyen codex text of Matthew" (2012a, 152). 

15 This is the assessment Baarda conveyed to me in private correspondence, December 30, 
2006. 

16  Thisisa point that Baarda makes; cf. the conclusion (1.6). 
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pel was written originally, according to the report [in Epiphanius pan. 


3013.2], in Hebrew, or more precisely, Aramaic.!” 


Baarda explains: 


[Schenke appealed] on the one hand to the fact that the Ebionites used 
a Gospel of Matthew which was incomplete and mutilated (Epiphanius), 
on the other hand to the old tradition (Papias) that Matthew wrote his 
Gospel in the “Hebrew” language and that everyone translated it into 


Greek according to his ability. His conclusion was that first the “canonical” 


Greek Matthew was written; it was only a short time later that in some 


circle a second Greek Matthew was written which deviated in several 


respects from that first Greek translation. It is exactly this second text 


which served as a model for the Coptic translation preserved in the 


Schojen!® manuscript. 
2004b, 303 


If Schenke's theory is true, then mae? would have little value in establishing 


the initial text of Matthew's Gospel as it is known in the Greek manuscript 


tradition.!? 


12.2  Schenke's Case for an Alternative Vorlage 


Schenke claimed that certain unexpected features of mae?'s Coptic text are 


difficult to explain except by an appeal to an alternative Matthew (2001, 31). 


These features include 1) smaller and larger Greek text elements that are unrep- 


resented; 2) expansions; 3) numerous loanwords not in the Greek tradition; 


17 "Und von den vielen denkbaren Möglichkeiten ware die einfachste und natürlichste 


Annahme vielleicht die dafs der von mae 2 reprásentierte Mattháus-Text im Prinzip 


diejenige Textform war, die den verschiedenen Ausformungen der judenchristlichen 


Evangelien zugrunde lag. Dieses Mattháus-Evangelium aber war, nach den vorliegenden 


Nachrichten, ursprünglich hebráisch bzw. aramáisch geschrieben" (Schenke 2001 31). 
18 Baarda consistently spells Schøyen “Schgjen.” 


19 Schenke noted further that this would also make the two source hypothesis for the syn- 


optic problem untenable: "Die Implikation wiederum, daf$ also auch das kanonische 


Mattháus-Evangelium seine Entstehung einer Übersetzung aus dem Hebráischen ver- 


dankt, müßte dazu führen, die sogenannte synoptische Frage noch einmal neu zu stellen. 


Denn die Zwei-Quellen-Theorie, wenigstens in der Gestalt, in dersie zur Zeit in Gebrauch 


ist, nach der ja das kanonische Mattháus-Evangelium in griechischer Sprache auf der 


Basis zweier griechischer Quellen geschaffen worden sei, ist mit dieser durch den Codex 


Schøyen neu eröffneten Perspektive unvereinbar” (2001, 33). 
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4) unexpected word orderings; 5) duplication and redundancy; 6) unusual plu- 
rals; 7) unexpected occurrences of the negative jussive (unepre-), future con- 
junctive (Tapx-), and limitative (qawre-) conjugations. Unfortunately, Schenke 
does not cite examples of these phenomena, except for the unusual plurals (cf. 
n. 26 below); consequently, the reader is left to encounter them incidentally in 
the text and commentary, in concert with Schenke's retroversion. Significantly, 
Schenke does not offer a refutation ofa translational explanation for these phe- 
nomena, mentioning the possibility only to dismiss it.?0 


1.3 Introduction to a Translational Explanation 


1341 Formation of Translational Expectations 

Schenke’s dismissal of a translational explanation for “unexpected” render- 
ings implies that standardised syntactical and verbal equivalencies (i.e., for- 
mal equivalency) must be used to translate source texts. This begs the ques- 
tion of how standard equivalencies are determined. For Coptic, there are very 
few translated literary texts prior to mae? which could provide a basis for the 
formulation of such translational expectations.?! Consequently, translational 
expectations and perceptions of standard equivalencies have been profoundly 
influenced by relatively late manuscripts of the Sahidic and Bohairic versions of 
the New Testament. These manuscripts have been researched for more than a 
hundred years,?? and Coptic scholars have been prone to learn Coptic through 
these translations.?? Thus, a newly found version such as that of mae? might 
be assessed by expectations prejudicially formed from the more familiar trans- 


20 “Mit anderen Worten, es muß als ganz und gar unwahrscheinlich gelten, daß wir es hier 
nur mit einer extrem freien, leichtsinnigen, ja manchmal chaotischen Übersetzung einer 
der Spielarten des kanonischen Mt-Textes zu tun haben" (2001, 31). 

21 “The written attestation ofstandardized Coptic Egyptian begins with Biblical manuscripts 
dating to about A.D. 300, shortly after the translation of the Christian Bible into Coptic 
... Native literature originally composed in Coptic dates almost exclusively to the early 
Byzantine period, roughly A.D. 325—800" (Layton 2004, 1). 

22 "The editio princeps of the complete text of the Bohairic New Testament was published ... 
in 1716 ...” (Metzger 1977, 122). 

23 In introducing his grammar, Layton writes, "Unlike my predecessor Ludwig Stern, I have 
drawn extensively from the writings of Apa Shenoute (... A.D. ca. 350—465), now regarded 
asamajorsstylist in Sahidic ... The vast corpus of Shenoutean evidence was hardly available 
in Stern's day (1880), nor is much of it found in the more recent hand grammars ...” (2004, 
xi-xii). Importantly, the version represented in mae? may have been produced before the 
impact of Shenoutean style. 
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lational patterns in these later manuscripts which tend to favour the source 
text. Moreover, if, as Baarda asserts, mae? is one of the earliest Middle Egyptian 
translations, produced prior to the dominance of a formal equivalent trans- 
lation technique, then some of mae?'s renderings might be more idiomatic, 
reflecting its own linguistic milieu and conventions. In this regard, Metzger is 
especially instructive: “... other Coptic versions, as well as the Syriac versions, 
show that the more precise rendering of the Greek text comes at the end of a 
more or less lengthy development, after considerable effort had gone into re- 
working the version" (1976, 306—307). 


13.2 Impact of Linguistic Milieu in Representing Greek 

Coptic linguistic conventions can explain some of mae?'s problematic fea- 
tures. I demonstrate this throughout this work, but exemplify my method here 
specifically in regard to the future conjunctive which "expresses the speaker's 
promise or assurance that an event will occur in the future if the command is 
obeyed" (Layton 2004, 284). The task is made difficult by Schenke's failure to 
identify which of mae?'s 17 occurrences of the future conjunctive are deemed 
by him to be problematic, whether in the introduction or in the main text. 
This lack of specificity undermines Schenke's claim that the future conjunc- 
tive is indicative of an alternative Vorlage. Nonetheless, three examples of the 
future conjunctive are illustrative of how mae?'s own linguistic conventions 
may impact its representation of the Greek syntax, one of which also involves 
one of the aforementioned unusual plurals. 


Future conjunctive examples 


Mae?/English/NA? Comment 


1:29 «qr namweeq[e][xo rw] marcase In NA?7, there are two imperative verbs followed by the 
THNOY wTAT..rape[rewkmu] future. Coptic has a formal equivalent for the Greek 
[NoyMa]NMatne”4 take my yoke future, but none of the Coptic versions use it here, using 
upon you; learn from me... and | instead the future conjunctive. This is so due to the 
you will find a place of rest syntactical environment in which the two Greek 

imperatives function as conditions, and the Greek future 
doate tov Cuydv pov ég’ duds xal functions as a promise. Together, they convey that those 
padete AT’ épo ..., xol ebprjceve who obey the imperatives will receive rest. Thus, mae? is 


&vdmotucty an accurate though idiomatic translation of 11:29. 


24 This is my own reconstruction. Schenke reconstructed it as one of his unusual plurals: 


CHAPTER 1 


Future conjunctive examples (cont.) 


Mae?/English/NA?" Comment 
15:23 [anono MMac] TApec^a ecway Mae? conveys that if the disciples’ request that Jesus 
eBar gin[eeov] [muan] Dismiss dismiss the woman is fulfilled, then the result will be 
her and she will stop crying out that she will stop crying out after them. This differs from 
after us the Greek where the request ends with an explanation 
for their request: "for she cries out after us." The 
andrvoov adtyy, Sti xpátet translator seems to have taken 6t1 not to be explanatory, 
ÓrtcOev NUOV but to denote result, perhaps influenced by his 
language's own typical post-imperatival conjugations 
and syntactical patterns.?5 Thus, this rendering may be 
an imprecise translation of the Greek reflected in NA?7, 
rather than the correct translation of an otherwise 
unknown reading; the imprecision may be due to 
interference from the translator’s own linguistic milieu. 
2138 AMHINH NTeENgATeBY NA?’ begins with the imperative followed by two 


Ta[P]enepec eTeqKAHPONOMIA 
Come and let us kill him, and 
we will be lord to his inheritance 


Sedte dnoxtetvapev adTOV xal 
oXApEV THY KANPoVoLtav adtod 


subjunctives: “Come, may we kill him and may we have 
his inheritance.” Coptic does not have the equivalent of a 
subjunctive verb, making a syntactically equivalent 
translation impossible. The translator seems to have 
represented the Greek text reflected in NA?” with an 
imperative followed first by the conjunctive (extending 
the imperatival force of the first verb), and then by the 
future conjunctive. The future conjunctive, then, 
conveys what result will ensue if the two prior verbs are 
fulfilled. This is substantially the same meaning 
conveyed by the Greek of NA?7, 


tape[Tenki][MH ge]Nuatne you will find rests. My reconstruction of the verb's object is 


close to the reading of bo^: epereneximi NoyManuTon you will find a place of rest. Three 


of Schenke's five unusual plurals involve significant reconstruction. Moreover, even if 


Schenke's reconstruction here is correct, the translator may have used the plural object 


in order to be coordinate with the plural for souls so that each soul has its own place of 


rest. This may also have been the motive for the plural for seats in 23:2, thus avoiding the 


absurd notion ofthe hypocrites all sitting in the one single seat of Moses. 


25 For Middle Egyptian, cf. Shisha-Halevy 1983, 323. The future conjunctive occurs 17 times 


THE SIGNIFICANCE OF CODEX SCHØYEN AND EXPLANATIONS FOR ITS TEXT 9 


In the first and third examples, mae? provides a correct translation using 
its own idiomatic expressions, while the second example conveys a meaning 
similar to NA?’, but imprecisely so, probably due to the influence of the post- 
imperatival patterns of its own linguistic milieu. 


13.3 Recent Developments in the Study of Coptic Representation of Greek 

There is a trend toward greater awareness of Coptic's own linguistic conven- 
tions and limitations in representing its Greek Vorlage, a trend reinforced in 
various publications in the last decade.?9 The starting point of this trend is Gerd 
Mink's 1972 analysis of linguistic features which interfere with Coptic's strict 
representation of Greek. The work is full of examples of how Greek is repre- 
sented variously in Sahidic and Bohairic. Citing it as the most detailed work on 
the topic, S.G. Richter and G. Wurst criticised Schenke for not availing himself 
of it (2003, 133; Askeland 2012a, 186). Following Mink's work, J. Martin Plum- 
ley published an article for non-Coptic readers on the "Limitations of (Sahidic) 
Coptic in Representing Greek" (1977). Then in 2002, Frank Feder included in 
his critical edition of the Sahidic Jeremiah corpus a chapter entitled “Der Ein- 
flu& der übersetzung auf die Textkritik" opening it with the observation that a 
translation text may imply readings which do not have text-critical relevance 
because of the linguistic structural differences between the source and recep- 
tor languages, adding, “In vielen Fallen ist die Entscheidung, ob man eine tex- 
tkritisch relevante oder eine übersetzungsbedignte Lesart vor sich hat, nicht 
sicher zu treffen" (2002, 86).2” He then shows how the Sahidic translator of 
the Jeremiah Corpus represents certain Greek words and syntactical elements 
(specifically, xat, the complement, word placement, and the use of the Coptic 
future for the Greek present). This was followed by Gregor Emmenegger's anal- 
ysis of Mudil Codex (2007), which appeals to translation technique to explain 
some ofthe elements of the Mudil codex, documenting examples of free trans- 
lation and the translator's representation oftense and loanwords; his eight page 
analysis is particularly relevant since Mudil is in the same dialect as mae?. The 
next year, K. Kreinecker (2008) published a work on the Resurrection narratives 
thoroughly documenting the Sahidic's representation of Greek verb forms.?® 
In the same year, Elina Perttilà (2008) published "How to Read the Greek Text 


in the extant text of mae?, almost twice as much as mae! which is considerably better 
preserved than mae?. It occurs even less frequently in Codex Mudil, and but once in Codex 
Glazier. 

26 For Syriac, cf. PJ. Williams 2004. Williams raised similar translational issues for Coptic 
New Testament in a brief 2006 article. 

27 See also his 2001 article analysing lexical differences within the Coptic versions. 

28 Cf. my review (2010). 
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behind the Sahidic Coptic." In addition to these publications, most recently, 
Askeland questioned the citation of Coptic witnesses in support of Greek vari- 
ants on the basis of formal equivalency (2008a, 2008b), and strikingly asserts in 
regard to NA?"'s apparatus for John's Gospel that “more than half ofthe current 
[Coptic] citations are problematic for use in textual criticism" and that “only 87 
of 215 citations examined were deemed reliable for citation in future manual 
editions of the Greek New Testament" (2012a, 254). Each of these works con- 
tributes to our understanding of the complexity of translation technique, and 
helps explain how these complexities might interfere with one's search for an 
underlying Greek text. 

Perhaps the increased appreciation for the limitations of Coptic in repre- 
senting Greek can be seen most dramatically by comparing the apparatuses 
of the Editio Critica Maior (Aland et al. 2005) and NA?". In 1Pet 1, for exam- 
ple, NA?” cites Coptic support for specific readings 12 times, while Editio Critica 
Maior indicates that the Coptic reading could support either competing vari- 
ant in half these cases.?? Unfortunately, this appreciation is not always shared 
by those who have written on mae?.30 


1.4 Review of Secondary Literature on the Text of Mae? 


Secondary literature on mae?'s text is limited.?! Here I give an overview of works 
on mae? by three authors.?? 


29 The same is true for Syriac, as can be seen in the differences in citations for 1Pet 1 where 
NA?’ cites 13 Peshitta readings, seven of which are deemed ambiguous in Editio Critica 
Maior. 

30 Fora theoretical comparison of Greek and Coptic, and for the use of Greek to help under- 
stand Coptic, cf. Funk 1984. Also, Franz-Jürgen Schmitz (2003) documents the relation- 
ship of the Coptic witnesses to the Greek manuscript tradition through the arrangement 
of variant readings in horizontal parallel lines for the letters of James and 1, 2 Peter. 

31 For mae?'s linguistic features, cf. Bosson 2006; Schenke 2000. Regarding the editio princeps, 
apart from the three authors analysed in the present section (Baarda, Plisch, and ten Kate), 
I am aware of reviews by Bethge, Kaiser, and Plisch 2002, Depuydt 2003, Krause 2003, 
Niederwimmer 2002, and Richter and Wurst 2003. Craig Evans has an article dealing with 
early Jewish Gospels which devotes a lengthy paragraph to mae?'s text (n.d.). Additionally, 
M.-E. Boismard has also written on the text of mae? (2003a; 2003b), which I treat in the 
excursus in chapter 3. Wieland Willker includes on his website his analysis of mae? as 
well as excerpts of his personal correspondence with William L. Petersen, much of which 
reflects Petersen's interaction with Baarda. 

32  Inlike manner, Emmenegger provides a review of two of the authors, Plisch and Baarda 
(2007, 222—225), as well as a review of Boismard (cf. chapter 3 Excursus, below). 
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1441 Analysis of Plisch's Assessment 

1.4.1.1 Introduction 

Uwe-Karsten Plisch wrote two overlapping articles dealing with mae?'s texts 
involving John the Baptist. Plisch too claims that mae? is a translation of an 
otherwise unknown Greek textform: “Der Text des Codex Schøyen last sich 
keinem bekannten Texttyp zuordnen, sondern reprásentiert eine eigene, bisher 
nicht bekannte Textform ..." but he adds the cautionary note, “-wie auch 
immer man diese letzlich zu interpretieren haben wird" (2001, 392. Cf. Richter 
and Wurst 2003, 132). 


1.4.1.2 Plisch’s Recognition of Alternative Explanations 

Plisch offers explanations for some unexpected readings, apart from an appeal 
to an alternative Vorlage. Examples of scribal error include the Coptic scribe's 
exchange of a singular determinator for the plural,?? and two cases of parablep- 
sis (14:11, 12). Plisch also cites influence from parallel passages. He admits the 
possibility that the Mattheanism “is here" (12:6, 41, 42) may have influenced 
the rendering that the people went out to see a prophet, but that more than 
a prophet is here (11:8).34 Another important explanation suggested by Plisch is 
mae?'s northerly oriented dialect (cf. mae?'s use of Taerr for pwn in 11:17; 2001, 
379). Similarly, Plisch also points to the lack ofthe temporal conversion in Mid- 
dle Egyptian as being compensated by the use of an independent Coptic clause 
to render a dependent Greek clause (11:7; 373 n. 19). 

In a few instances, Plisch allows a translational explanation for some unex- 
pected readings. These include alteration of verb pair sequence (373) and noun 
pair sequence (378), use of loanwords differing from the Vorlage (373), and 
exchange of grammatical number involving collective nouns (378). At one 
point, he offers stylistic preference to explain a translation that differs signifi- 
cantly from the text of NA?" (389). For most of the differences, however, Plisch 
makes no attempt either to provide proofs or refutations of a translational 
explanation. 


33 Plisch indicates that in 1:8, mae? has en rui where NA?’ has the plural, noting that 
the determinators “n und n sind leicht zu verwechseln” (2001, 375). However, cf. n. 35 
below. 

34 Askeland notes, "Some deviations in the Coptic translation appear to result from influ- 
ence from other biblical passages—perhaps passages with which either the translator or 
scribes were familiar" (2012a, 38). 
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1.4.1.3 Critique of Plisch’s Analysis 

Plisch’s analysis is wanting in several key aspects. First, Plisch does not explore 
the possibility of a translational explanation in most cases.?? Secondly, some- 
times he seems so preoccupied with pointing out syntactical incongruities 
between mae? and the Greek that he overlooks mae?’s syntactical agreement 
with other Coptic versions in such passages.?6 Thirdly, he comes to conclusions 
at many points where the reconstruction is uncertain, and does so without 
clear indication of the lacunae.3” 

When Plisch does mention the possibility of translation theory as a general 
explanation for mae?’s text (21:28; 2001, 391), his dismissive comment “Sofern 
nicht schon die griechische Vorlage von mae? ein anderes Wort enthielt, ist dies 
Ubersetzung zumindest sehr frei” seems to imply that formal equivalence was 
the uncontested goal for early translators, and that anything less was deficient. 
To be sure, oy neTeTeNx@ mmaq does not correspond formally to NA?”s Ti òè 
butv 8oxei, but it does convey (accurately) that Jesus asked his opponents for 
their opinion ofa matter; such conveyance of meaning may have been sufficient 
for the translator.3® Ironically, although Plisch cites syntactical incongruities 
between mae? and known Greek readings, he does not do so for the other 
Coptic versions, even in the same verse.?? 


35 A number of readings especially stand out as probably translational. In 9:15 (cf. 13:56; 
26:65°; cf. 5:46b0^, 5:47mael bo^). mae? converts Jesus’ rhetorical question into an asser- 
tion (cf. 2001, 371). In 1119 (cf. 5:[38]-39; 5:43-44; 10:33; 12:6, 36, 40; 13:23; 15:3; 16:18; 25:18; 
379), mae”’s idiomatic eo an highlights the author's intended contrast. In 16:2 (cf. 15:[24]; 
19:[4]; 21:29, 30; 22:1; 26:[66]), mae? lacks representation of the redundant participle in 
the introductory speech formula (cf. many modern translations). These phenomena, 
occurring as they do elsewhere in mae? and the Coptic versions, are probably transla- 
tional. 

36 1x8 (singular nui in mae? with mae!); 143 (ac in epui ae with bo^; cf. 11:25; 12:159^); 14:6 
(e2aqopK Nec ea«qeonoxo[rei] with bo^); 17:10 (no representation of ov, in agreement with 
mae! and bo^); 21:31b, 32 (nopnoc with bo^ instead of nopuu). 

37  Plisch presents mae"' text with its reconstructions at the beginning of the discussion of 
each pericope, but the lacunae are typically not mentioned in the body where the reading 
is discussed. For example, in the case of [ga]41 @[a]p[@Tn nxn ioa ]ununc in 1:18, the 
reader must backtrack from page 379 to 374 to find any indication that this text has been 
reconstructed. 

38 Indeed, in the very next verse, Plisch betrays his prejudice for syntactical equivalence by 
writing, "Zu Beginn von Vers 31 heifst es ‘wer von ihnen' statt ‘wer von den zweien’” (2001, 
392). However, whether one reads mae?'s niu naa oy which of them or mae”’s nu eu necney 
which ofthe two, the referent is obvious. 

39 Eg, in 2128 gaqeanq in mae! for mpoce\ Sav (so also v. 30); neq (naq) in bo^ and mae! 
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142 Analysis of Baarda's Assessment 

1.4.2.1 Baarda’s Rejection of Schenke's Thesis 

Tjitze Baarda made a provisional "comparison of both the whole Coptic text 
in [mae] and Schenke's re-translation into Greek with the apparatuses in the 
great editions."? He concluded, "It is true that there are many peculiarities 
in this Middle Egyptian Coptic text which demand an explanation, but they 
hardly gave me a reason to accept [Schenke's] daring thesis that this new text 
puts us on the track of a hitherto lost Greek translation of the original Semitic 
Matthew" (20044, 266). 

Baarda allows that mae? reflects some hitherto lost Greek variants,“ but also 
suggests alternative explanations for "the great number of readings that differ 
from the usual pattern in translation texts" (2004b, 305). Similar to Plisch, he 
appeals to scribal error (2004 a, 273, 280), influence of parallel texts (2004, 268, 
271), correspondence to Greek readings not adopted by NA?’ (272), and the 
translator's misreading of his Vorlage (280). 

Baarda also points to translational phenomena which might account for the 
different renderings in mae?. He indicates his openness to explanations such 
as 


— translational tendencies (20048, 269, 271, 280; 2006a, 584) 

— expansion in the receptor text to express Greek prepositional prefixes to 
verbs (2004a 270, 275) or elements such as the middle voice (2004b, 304) 

— polyvalence of Coptic words as apprehended by usage elsewhere (20048, 271, 
275, 276, 279, 280, 282) 

— local syntactical environment (e.g., where the Greek might have an unclear 
antecedent, 272, or where the translation seems to have been influenced by 
previous wording, 2006a, 587) 

- inconsistency in representing Greek idiomatic expressions (e.g., redundant 
verbs in introducing speech; 20044, 273, 283) 


without correspondence in the Greek; in 21:29 nno in sa? for ob Aw; in 21:31 ceo wgyoprt 
epa@tn in sa? for mpodyoucw buds (note also the future in bo^ and mae?). Other such 
examples abound, and should caution against the expectation that the Coptic translator 
render the Greek Vorlage with strict equivalency. 

40  2004b, 303. Baarda's research produced four articles (2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2008). 

41 Baarda cites two possible examples: Matt 6:11 (upecru of tomorrow for émtobctov) and 19:20 
(gaicoy I have done them for égtAaga, 2004b, 305). For 6:1, cf. chapter 3 6:1b. For 19:20, one 
might simply note that the distinction between “I have done them" and “I have kept them" 
may be too fine to justify a lost Greek variant for &póAata. 
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— Coptic idiom (277) 
— adoption of epexegetical glosses in the translator's Greek manuscript (281).*? 


Criticizing Schenke's assumption of a strict formal equivalency, Baarda adds, 
“Even the apparatus of Horner's edition of the Sahidic Gospel might have given 
him the clue that versions show a relative liberty in their translation of their 
respective Greek text" (2004b, 303). 


1.4.2.2 Baarda's Appeal to Versional and Minor Variants 

In his analysis of the transfiguration pericope (Matt 171-9; 2004a), Baarda 
appeals first and foremost to versional and minor variants to explain mae?'s 
unexpected readings. Specifically, where mae? lacks correspondence with 
NA?’, he suggests possible genetic coherence between the Vorlagen of mae? 
and Syriac texts to explain 


— the occurrence of the possessive article for my beloved (mamenpert) in 17:552 

— the occurrence of the prepositional pronoun aapaoy conveying that Jesus 
came to them in 17:7 (sy? 5; 277) 

— the occurrence of the preposition for before where mae? literally reads that 
Jesus told his disciples not to say this vision [i.e. the transfiguration] before 
anyone (eaten) in 17:9.44 


Baarda makes similar claims throughout, concluding, “We find parallels in the 
Syriac tradition, which might mean either that there was once a variant reading 
of this kind in Greek, or that perhaps the Coptic translator had a Syriac text at 
his desk while he was engaged in his translation work" (285). Elsewhere, Baarda 
cites the possibility of genetic coherence between the Vorlagen of mae? and 
Armenian texts (270, 278). He seems to assume that the Coptic, Syriac, Latin, 
and Armenian versions are so formally rendered that the difference between 
his approach and Schenke’s is that Baarda’s more complete apparatus allows 
him to find Greek readings corresponding to mae? that Schenke could not. 


42 “Until the Son of Man is glorified, until he is risen from the dead" (Matt 17:9; cf. John 12:23; 
281). 

43 Baarda cites syP?!, and secondarily the Diatessaron, Ephraim, and sy‘ (20044, 276). 

44 “It is the reading of the Syriac Diatessaron, as we may deduce from Ephraem's Commen- 
tary (ch. xiv: 10): ‘... before anyone not you-shall-say’, a reading preserved also in SyP. One 


may compare Lk. 9:36 in the Vetus Syra (Sys °): ... ‘before anyone they did not say 
281). 


(2004a, 
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Baarda seems to assume that the most plausible explanation for formal 
syntactical accord between the versions is a common Greek Vorlage. Some of 
these phenomena, however, are better explained on translational grounds. For 
example, Williams argues that the possessive in reference to the disciples in 
early Syriac "represents Aramaic idiom, and tells us little about its Vorlage" 
(2004, 103). The same is true for Coptic, since the simple definite determinator 
(n-) is frequently replaced by the possessive article irrespective of Vorlage (ez; 
Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233-237). Thus, syntactical agreement does 
not necessarily imply genetic coherence between the versional readings. The 
various articles on limitations of the versions in Metzger's Early Versions of the 
New Testament support this conclusion, for often neither Syriac nor Coptic, 
for example, are consistent in giving a formal representation of elements such 
as word order, subtleties of some of the tenses, hypotactic use of participles 
(cf. Metzger 1976, 306), and some particles. Moreover, both languages have a 
particle to introduce speech which often occurs without a corresponding tı 
(Plumley 1977). Consequently, one might proffer a translational explanation 
rather than resort to a poorly attested or lost Greek variant to account for 
correspondence between versions.*5 


1.4.2.3 Baarda's Appeal to a Translational Explanation 

Baarda's more recent article (2006a) emphasises translation theory more than 
his 2004 articles. Ironically, it was published in the same year in which Baarda 
gave a mixed review of Williams' book on Syriac translation technique (2006b), 
even though this new article (2006a) was very much in sympathy with the kind 
of appeal to translation theory outlined and demonstrated by Williams. 

With justification, Baarda severely critiques Schenke's retroversion.^9 Baar- 
da does, however, allow the judicious use of versions to suggest a probable Vor- 
lage, so long as due consideration is given to translation characteristics (2006, 
584). The Middle Egyptian use of the word oywa) (ovea)) serves as a model for 
this approach. Baarda's analysis led him to doubt that oywa always implies 
8éAev in the Vorlage, and concludes that oywa) can be used as an auxiliary, a 


45 Indeed, Askeland's rule 5 for the use of Coptic and textual criticism states that Coptic 
citations never have the same authority as Greek manuscripts, and that, “as a rule, the 
Coptic should only be cited to support readings found in the Greek tradition" (2012a, 
254). 

46 "The history of such 'retranslations' teaches us that they are sometimes utter failures, 
which might easily mislead those who use them without any knowledge of the languages 
of these versions" (2006a, 583). 
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point overlooked by Schenke (Matt 19:16; 2001, 14), but documented by Layton 
(2004, 147-149).47 

In his 2006a article, Baarda is more sceptical of versional evidence as a credi- 
ble indicator of otherwise unattested Greek readings. In regard to the the occur- 
rence of oyeg in 19:16 in mae? (and mae!), Baarda writes, for example, “... the 
fact that no other Greek or versional witness exists with the reading ti 0&Aetc 
Tolyow raises a serious doubt concerning the correctness of [Schenke's] retrans- 
lation" (585; cf. 586). Baarda has the same uncertainty even when there is a 
poorly attested Greek variant that corresponds to a strict retroversion (2006a, 
590). Indeed, Baarda even denies that the formal correspondence between a 
majority Greek reading and mae? (and mae!) implies genetic coherence on 
the basis that the majority reading lacks support from "Alexandrian or Egyp- 
tian" manuscripts (586). At two points, he also appeals to modern translations 
to demonstrate how explanatory expansions are deemed necessary to render 
the Greek accurately into certain receptor languages (589, 590). Reinforcing his 
translational approach, he concludes that “although it belonged to the compe- 
tence of a translator to give a more literal rendering he could easily present a 
different circumlocution of the Greek expression" (588). 


1.4.2.4 Baarda's Treatment of Schenke's Konjunktionsnetz Argument 
Baarda notes, “One of [Schenke's| arguments is that there is a totally different 
and relatively poor web of conjunctions (‘Konjunktionsnetz’) in [mae?'s Vor- 
lage]." Indeed, Plisch claimed that this was one of the strongest arguments for 
the alternative Vorlage hypothesis (2001, 369 n. 6). Baarda analyses the incon- 
gruous representation of the conjunctions xai and 6é, and the interjection i800 
in mae. He does so by comparing mae? with the other three extant versions, 
and he finds sufficient agreement between them against NA?” “which might 
suggest that there was a tendency in Coptic texts to neglect [xai] in the process 
of translation or copying. The same is true for dé ...” He reaches the same con- 
clusion in regard to i8o0 (269-270). My own research (presented below in 1.5) 
augments Baarda's assessment of Schenke's Konjunktionsnetz argument.^9 


47 While the auxiliary use of ovo) is discernible in Sahidic (e.g., 8:299), this distinct usage 
is more obvious in Middle Egyptian due to its more frequent occurrence. The same is true 
for features such as the use of the verb i as an auxiliary and the use of the future (or the 
relative future) to convey hypotheticality, both of which occur several times on the first 
extant leaf of mae?. 

48 Similar conclusions are reached in regard to Sahidic by Feder (2002, 86-94) and by Perttilä 
(2008, 369-377) who writes, "To read the Greek behind the Coptic text is in the case of 
conjunctions mostly impossible" (376). See further, Askeland (2012a, 22-34). 
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1.4.2.5 Further Comments on Schenke's Konjunktionsnetz Argument 
Baarda's analysis was restricted to 171-9 which lacks any occurrence of tóte 
in NA?” and roru (rore) in mae. Nonetheless, my own research for all the 
Konjunktionsnetz elements corroborates Baarda's conclusions (cf. 1.5 below). 
In brief, the assumption has not been founded, nor is it obvious, that an early 
translator would translate these conjunctions, particles, and interjections with 
one-on-one equivalency, especially in light of the tendency for versions to 
evolve toward formal equivalence with the source text over time (Metzger 
1976, 306; Barr, 324—325). Such an assumption is made more uncertain by the 
fact that mae? manages to convey a meaning that corresponds closely to that 
of NA?” despite any incongruity in syntax or vocabulary with known Greek 
readings.^? 

Ultimately, however, what is most remarkable about mae?'s Konjunktion- 
snetz is not that the relevant words occur so much less frequently than in 
the other Coptic versions of Matthew, but that the context surrounding them 
corresponds so closely with our familiar Greek Matthew. In practically every 
case, the narrative which precedes and follows 16t¢, (Sov, initial xai, and post- 
positive àé in NA?’ is substantially the same as that of mae?. Moreover, regard- 
ing Schenke's theory, how strange it would be that editors would suppress such 
classic Hebraisms as i900 and initial xai, and then that Jewish-Christians would 
deem the edited text as conducive for the redaction ofJewish-Christian gospels. 


14.3 Analysis often Kate's Assessment 

Albert ten Kate wrote an extensive article entitled, “A la recherche de la parenté 
textuelle du Codex Schøyen?” Title aside, ten Kate's intention is not to iden- 
tify textual relationships between mae? and the other witnesses to Matthew's 
Gospel. Although he occasionally cites Schenke and Plisch (and Boismard), he 
engages minimally with their work and does not address their claim that mae? 
reflects an alternative version of Matthew. 


1.4.3.1 Identification of “Variants” 

What ten Kate does intend in this article is to document many readings in mae? 
(Matt 24 and 28) which differ syntactically from other readings, whether from 
the Greek, from other Coptic versions, or from the other versions generally. He 
refers to these syntactically different readings as variants (“variantes”). 


49 A comparison of the NIV is illustrative, for it never represents iðov with “behold,” and 
avoids representation of xai and 8é in many contexts, yet its underlying text differs little 
from other translations which tend to render these words strictly. 
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The use of the term variant for certain readings in mae? is imprecise for 
two reasons (cf. Epp 1993, 47-61). First, mae? is the sole witness to this inde- 
pendent version, so that its manuscript tradition cannot be assessed for tex- 
tual variation; since we have no other witness to the version, one can say 
that there are no known variant readings for this version. Secondly, because 
it is an independent translation, one cannot reliably surmise that syntacti- 
cal differences within the Coptic tradition reflect textual variants, unless the 
differences involve substantially different meanings. The principle extends 
beyond the Coptic tradition to include comparisons with the other early ver- 
sions. 

Observance of this principle is not evident in ten Kate's article, for he regu- 
larly deems syntactically different readings in mae? as variants even ifthey ade- 
quately convey the meaning of the Greek text fairly or agree in meaning with 
other versional witnesses. Analogously, this would be paramount to suggesting 
that the English versions of Matt 24:2 imply a variant passage since indepen- 
dent English translations differ syntactically from each other: 


ESV: Truly, I say to you 
NIV: Truly I tell you 
NLT: I tell you the truth 
NJB: In truth I tell you 


The matter is confused further, for whenever he identifies a “variant” in mae?, 
ten Kate very frequently claims that it is “identical” to a reading, for example, in 
the Ethiopic or in the Armenian, as if the versions have thoroughly correspond- 
ing syntactical systems.°° Ironically, then, two readings from different Coptic 
versions may convey the same idea but be deemed a “variant” if they vary syn- 
tactically from each other, while ten Kate may deem one of them "identique" 
to a reading in another language altogether. 


1.4.3.2 “Variants” and Genealogical Relationships 

The reality is that such “identical readings" (i.e., formally equivalent readings) 
in versional texts may imply nothing about genealogical relationships with ear- 
lier Greek texts without taking into consideration the meaning of the texts. The 


50 E.g, ten Kate states that mae?'s articulated attributive (wu eT[Nayeapee] the ones keeping 
guard) is “identique” to manuscripts of Syriac, Ethiopian, Old Latin, Armenian, and the 
Diatessaron which disagree with NA?"s simple noun «fj; xovetwolac. Ten Kate uses the 
term "identique" 30 times in the article. 
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attempt to surmise as much does not take into account 1) the polyvalence! 
and synonymity?? of words, especially as they are influenced by context; 2) 
differences in syntactical systems from one language to another;>? 3) evolu- 
tion of a language's norms over a period of centuries;?^ and 4) varying levels 
of the translator's consciousness and commitment to his own translation tech- 
nique.55 


1.4.3.3 Production of a Liturgical and Evangelistic Text 
Having identified so many “variants” in mae’, ten Kate then compares them 
individually with the Greek and the other versional renderings. He rightly 


51 For example, the Greek words xai and 8é mean more than just “and” and “but.” Rather, they 
have ranges of meaning corresponding to the English glosses thereupon (at that), thereafter 
(afterward), thus (so), and then (so), for which mae? regularly renders with rore (roru). 
Ten Kate recognises this in regard to 24:14 when he writes, "La conjonction ToTu, ‘alors’, du 
début est plus appuyée que le ‘et’ des autre traditions” (2007, 597), but for a comparable 
context in 28:12, he points out mae?'s disagreement with the whole Greek and versional 
tradition, except for the renderings in a Syriac version and in a witness to the Diatessaron 
(616). 

52 For 24:4 (cf. v. 6), NA?’ reads BAémete which, in this context, is a warning to watch out, or, to 
be on guard. Mae? thus has eapee epwren which, in this context, is synonymous with the 
expressions awe €Bad eporu in mae! (and similarly bo^), and swor in sa?. Yet, regarding 
mae?'s word choice, ten Kate claims that the reading is only found in the Peshitta, one old 
Latin manuscript, Ethiopian, Armenian, a Georgian manuscript, and one witness to the 
Diatessaron (594). Cf. other readings involving synonyms: 24:13, 34, 46. 

53 Maes rendering of NA?"s passive in 24:9 is especially illustrative since the Greek uses a 
periphrastic construction consisting of a participle and a passive, neither of which have 
equivalents in Coptic. Mae? simplifies the construction by using the dynamic passive, 
which itself is not a feature of Greek. Yet, despite the obvious limitations of Coptic, ten 
Kate asserts a relationship with the text of a Diatessaronic witness. For other examples, 
cf. 24:32 where the Coptic aorist conveys the meaning of the Greek present, or 24:46 
where NA?" has a present participle (the equivalent of which is lacking in Coptic) followed 
by the future to convey “the Lord (will) come and will find him ..." while mae? has the 
circumstantial followed by the conjunctive to convey the same meaning (literally, “the 
Lord coming and finding him"). Ten Kate likens both of these last examples to readings in 
the Diatessaron and the Arabic. 

54 The possibility is difficult to prove since1) the Coptic writing system is thought to be hardly 
earlier than the evangelisation of middle and upper Egypt; 2) so few Coptic manuscripts 
areknownto be from the earliest Coptic period; and 3) biblical Greek may have profoundly 
influenced Coptic style in the early period. 

55 Ten Kate notes that the versions generally become more formally equivalent over the 
centuries (2007, 622). 
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asserts that many ofthe "variants" in mae? are simpler,°® clearer"? and shorter®® 
than they are elsewhere in the Greek or versional traditions. This leads him to 
theorise that the translation was designed for liturgical and evangelistic pur- 
poses, and that, accordingly, the translation reflects the conscious implemen- 
tation of a translation strategy to achieve such purposes. To support the the- 
ory, he appeals to mae?'s limited use of elements in its Konjunktionsnetz, which 
Schenke and Plisch so strongly emphasised. He writes, 


The large number of conjunctions omitted at the beginning of verses 
likewise indicate a liturgical use of these texts. They had to be recited in 
small units, so that it was not logical to begin a reading with a conjunction 
referencing a preceding verse which itself was not recited. Moreover, it is 
probable that in the living liturgy, the conjunctions were of limited value, 
forthe recited text had a simple logic in itself which should not be difficult 
to grasp, in order to be able to convince the hearers.5? 


Thus, ten Kate understands mae"'s distinctive renderings to have been largely 
determined by missional considerations rather than by differences in its Vor- 
lage. 


1.4.3.4 Ten Kate's Lack of Explanation for Readings 
Ten Kate makes little attempt to explain the translator’s syntactical and lex- 
ical choices beyond stating that they are simpler, clearer, and shorter. Some 


56 E.g., the negative rhetorical question in 24:20 is converted to a positive statement; the 
“sign of your Parousia" becomes “day of the coming” (24:3); and “wars and rumours of war" 
becomes simply “wars” (24:6). 

57 Eg, instead of the flood simply taking (qı) the Noahic generation away, mae? explicates 
that they were all killed (24:39); instead of reading that people will be handed over, mae? 
explicates that they will be handed over to death (24:10). 

58 E.g., redundant Greek words are left unrendered (24:1, 45; cf. Perttilä 2008, 376); mae? 
conveys that the tribulation of those days are unprecedented without reference to the 
beginning of the world (24:21). 

59 My translation of Ten Kate's French which reads, “Le grand nombre de conjonctions 
omises au début des verset indique également une pratique de l'emploi liturgique de ces 
textes. Ils devaient étre récités par petites unités, si bien qu'il n'était pas logique de com- 
mencer une lecture par une conjonction renvoyant au verset précédent, lorsque celui-ci 
n était pas récité. De plus, il est probable que dans la liturgie vivante les conjonctions n' ont 
qu'une valeur restreinte, puisque le texte récité doit avoir un logique simple en lui-méme, 
qui ne doit pas être trop difficile à saisir, afin de pouvoir convaincre l'auditoire." (622) 
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“variants,” however, do not fall into these three categories. Ten Kate provides no 
explanation for incongruities in grammatical number (24:5, 9, 32, 35), articles 
(24:27, 32), or tense (24:27, 32, 33, 38, 40, 48). There is no accounting for the 
translator's selection of prepositions (24:16, 33), use of the personal mediate 
(24:22, 31), and word order inversion of paired nouns (24:30) or paired verbs 
(24:49). He offers no motive for readings such as the addition conveying *until 
all things are accomplished" (24:20), or the reading conveying “persecutions” 
(eeu Axpruoc) where the word for earthquake is expected.9? While some of the 
readings discussed by ten Kate could be explained by an attempt to produce a 
translation fit for liturgy and evangelism, the quantity of readings that cannot 
do so requires an alternative explanation. Of course, a case can be made that 
a translation that favours the receptor language over the source language is 
prone to be simpler, clearer and often shorter, and that such a translation would 
accommodate evangelistic and liturgical purposes. 

Ten Kate's citation of so many unexplained agreements with versional wit- 
nesses produces the impression that the readings in mae? have genetic coher- 
ence with readings in the other versions. In particular, ten Kate claims that 
mae?'s relationship with the Diatessaron and a particular Georgian manuscript 
is obvious (“saute aux yeux”; 2007, 621). Ten Kate claims, however, that “le texte 
de Mae 2 ne peut pas étre réduit à une dérive d'un texte originel quelconque" 
(622). Rather, he understands that the translator produced an original and cre- 
ative work, one which reflects an indifferent attitude toward preservation of 
the Greek text. 


1.4.9.5 Ten Kate's Case for Chaotic Transmission 

Ultimately, for ten Kate, the significance for mae? is not its possible contribu- 
tion toward identifying the earliest attainable text of Matthew. Instead, its sig- 
nificance is that it attests a chaotic transmission of the New Testament text 
in the early period, and that it obliges text critics to abandon its orientation 
toward an original text. In fact, regarding the United Bible Society's Greek New 
Testament, ten Kate writes, 


The text ofthe UBS is the exemplary result of this erroneous orientation. 
People try to edit a text according to this preconceived idea that it had 
to have had an original text to be reconstructed by a comparison of the 


60 | axoruoc probably reflects a scribal corruption of cuoc, which is mae?'s orthography for 
his representation of cetcpdc (cf. mae''s cicuoc; cf. 27:54; 28:2). 
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variant readings. But the textual multiplicity from the beginning of the 
Christian era obligates them to retrace their steps starting from the textual 
freedom in the primitive Church, which then evolved toward a relatively 
uniform text.9! 


Thus, for ten Kate, mae?'s significance is that it is part of a larger literary 
and cultural context in which the Greek text was transmitted imprecisely 
or even carelessly in the earliest period, until the process of standardisation 
was completed (or nearly so) by the time of the great majuscules (cf. Epp 
2005g). 

Mae?, however, may not sustain ten Kate's thesis. It is possible that the 
translator may have selected for his Vorlage a manuscript reflecting a strict 
scribal transmission. This he could have done even while translating it without 
syntactical exactitude. Given mae"'s strong textual affiliation with o1 and 03 
(cf. 6.3 below), this may have been the case. 


1.5 Frequently Recurring Translational Incongruities 


Between mae? and NA?”, there are some syntactical and lexical elements lack- 
ing formal correspondence which recur so frequently that they are best ex- 
plained as translational habits or tendencies; they are given litte attention 
beyond the following chart. In the middle column of the following chart are 
examples of mae?'s incongruous representation of the Greek element in the 
left column. The right column shows the same phenomena in the other Cop- 
tic versions as they occur in three manuscripts.8? The large number of of such 
incongruities in mae? and the other Coptic versions would suggest that the 
incongruities are probably not representative of unattested Greek readings, but 
rather, indicative of translational phenomena. 


61 “Le texte du UBS est le résultat exemplaire de cette orientation erronée: on cherche à y 
éditer un texte à partir de cette idée préconcue, qu'il aurait dû exister un texte originel, à 
reconstituer en comparant les variantes. Or la multiplicité textuelle, dés le début de Père 
chrétienne, oblige à rebrousser chemin en partant de la liberté textuelle au sein de l'Église 
primitive, qui évolua ensuite vers une uniformité textuelle relative." (2007, 623). 

62 The passages cited are from three sample leaves of mae? (cf. 3.1.2 below), excluding 
lacunose passages and passages involving relevant textual variants. 
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Frequently recurring translational incongruities™ 


Examples of incongruous 


Greek element representation in mae? 


Intraversional corroboration®* 


«at 65 sampling from 5:38-6:18: sampling from 5:38-6:18: 

X:99 5:38, 40, 40, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, X: 5:40°°, 40%, 40*9, 41mael 529, 44529, 

473 6:5, 6, 6, 10, 12, 13, 17 46, 47° 6:5mael sa9 6°°, 6mael sa9, 
10mael sad ygmael sad 13589, 17529 

20:7 5:47; 612,14 ed: 5:46>0A, 5:47 mael boA; ,5co, 1420 

sampling from 12:3-28: sampling from 12:3-28: 

X:12:4, 5, 9, 10, 10, 11, 13, 13, 15, 15, 16, 18, — X: 12:4/mael sa9, ^, mael sa9, 15:95a9; jomael, 

20, 22, 23, 23, 25, 26, 27 10529, 1589, 11°°, 1gmael, 1gmael sa9 15589, 
15mael, 16°, 18°°, 20b04, 21829, 22°°, 
29mael sa9 23529 boA, 26mael sa9 27mael 

A€:88 12:17 AG? 12:13529 

sampling from 28:1-20: sampling from 28:1-20: 

X: 28:3, 4,7) 7) 8, 9, 9, 14, 18(?), 20 28:4mael sa9 qmael, 7*9, 8529, gmael sa9 
14329, 15529, 18mael sa9 

TOTH: 12:12 A€: 28:8 mael, 19829, j4mael 7 mael sa9 

63 X Xindicates no representation. 

64 Some readings may reflect variation in the Greek manuscript tradition. 

65 Data in the chart assume that the formal equivalent for xat in the Coptic versions is ayw 
(mae?: a(0) ya; bo^: oyog) or un (mae?: u[e]w; bo^: nem). The phenomenon is documented 
in Perttilä 370—376; Plumley 1977, 149; cf. Layton 2004, 178. 

66 The lack of representation of xai often reflects the Coptic linguistic preference for asyn- 
deton, and a tendency to avoid representation of xai when used to transition to a new 
topic. In a few cases, Coptic compensates for the lack of representation of xai with the 
conjunctive (e.g., 1218™2°1 s29) and the circumstantial (e.g., 12:2373e2 mael sa9), 

67 Emphatic xai is often represented by the Coptic linguistic convention ea-; cf. Askeland 


68 


2012a, 26. 
Askeland, 2012a, 28. 
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Frequently recurring translational incongruities (cont.) 
Examples of incongruous 
Greek element representation in mae? Intraversional corroboration 
dé = ae sampling from 5:38-6:18: sampling from 5:38-6:18: 
X: 5:39, 44 X: 5:4qboA 
sampling from 12:3-28: sampling from 12:3-28: 
X: 12:3, 7, 14, 15, 25 X: 12:7mael boA, 7 4sa9 boA 
sampling from 28:1-20: sampling from 28:1-20: 
X: 28:3, 5, 11 X: 28:5/mael, jj boA, 16b0A, y7mael 
180069 X: 12:10; 28:2, 7, 7, 9, 11, 20 28:7mael, gmael 
yuo = rap 5:46; 6:7, 14, 16; 28:2, 5, 6 6:14mael; 58:2boA, mael 
TÓTE = ToTH 12:22; 28:10 2830529 


69 


70 


In Schenke's statistical analysis for mae? and mae”s representation of i800, he only con- 


sidered the occurrences of the words eeirm and eun, counting eight occurrences in mae? 
and 23 for mae! (2001, 32, n. 31). Strikingly, by restricting his analysis to geitm and eunu, 
mae? would have a slightly higher rate of representation of i800 than even bo^. In reality, 
the Coptic versions have several ways to represent iSov, including ei etc, euure, nune, in 
varied combinations in each dialect. Sometimes mae? and mae! compensate with the cir- 
cumstantial (8:342!) or with Ae (28:9™2¢!), Mae? never gives formal representation to xoi 
i800 (cf. 7:4; 8:32, 34; 9:2, 3, 10, 20; 12:10, 41; 17:3, 5; 27:51; 28:7, 20). 

The sampling from the three leaves (cf. 3.1.2) is not typical for the whole manuscript. There 
are 71 occurrences of tote in NA?’ that are extant in mae”. Mae? represents tote with roru 
(= ToTe) 53 times, and ToTH 18 times. The lack of formal representation of tóte is corrobo- 
rated in seven of these passages by the other Coptic versions: 16:21°°, 27™#¢! a9; 2.213589; 
24:21549 boA; 56:699; 27:16*9; 28:105*9. Especially problematic for the alternative Vorlage 
explanation are five passages where mae? formally renders tóte with ToT», but other Cop- 
tic versions do not: 8:23mael; 16:21 mael sa9 boA; 5 4:5 9]jmael; 24:30c539; 57:58mael. These data 
indicate that the lack of ToTu in the Coptic versions does not reliably reflect the absence 
of tote in their Greek Vorlagen. Moreover, mae? uses ToTH 29 times in passages where tote 
is lacking in NA?7. However, in most of the passages, if not all, ToTu is a contextually sen- 
sitive translation of the Greek. For example, mae? uses ToTu where NA?" has xai and àé in 


narrative transition, much as a modern dynamic equivalent translation might read. 
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Examples of incongruous 


Greekelement representation in mae? 


Intraversional corroboration 


00v = oyn”! 


5:48; 6:2, 8; 12:12, 26; 28:19 


5148589; 6:2589. 12:1 2,mael boA 
" ; 0: ;12: 


Participles?? 


sampling from 5:38-6:18: 
5:40; 6:3, 7 


sampling from 12:3-28: 
12:4, 9, 10, 14, 15, 17, 20, 20, 22, 24, 25, 25, 
25 


sampling from 2831-20 
28:2, 5, 8, 12, 12, 13, 13, 15 


— Greek substantive: articulated 
relative (5:46°°); circumstantial 
(6:4™2e?); relative (6:4mael sa9 boA) 


— Greek present: circumstantial 
(6:16°°); future circumstantial 
(6:3™2¢2); conditional + circumstantial 
(6:17mae2 mael); conditional + 
circumstantial + future (6:772); 
durative present (6:18mae2) 


— Greek aorist: imperative (6:6™2¢2 
mael bo^): conjunctive (6:6529); relative 


(12:9 mae! 529): relative perfect (12:9™2°2 
boa) 


— Greek perfect active: circumstantial 
(12:25™e! s29): relative perfect 


(12:25mae2 sag; 


In addition, Greek articles are not consistently represented formally by Coptic 


determinators. This may be illustrated by a comparison of the Greek and Coptic 


versions of Matt 28:1-2; Coptic determinators are separated from the noun by 


a dash, and incongruities are highlighted in grey: 


71 Sa? does not use the Greek loanword oyn to represent odv, but rather ce. 


72  Copticlacks a formal equivalent for the participle, and represents it variously, often reflect- 


ing contextual sensitivity. The diversity of representation can be seen in the examples in 


the right column. See further: Kreinecker 2008, 232—234, 240—242, 247-248. 
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Sampling of representation of Greek articles 
NA?7 Mae? Mae! Sa? Bo^ 
‘Ope [T]-oy@u poyee poyee poyel 
caBRatwv TI-CAMITAOON TI-CABBATON TI-CABBXTON NI-CABBATON? 
TH ETIPwoxovoy aop[n] eayopr €2TOOYE €TOOYI 
piov ca ttov —74 T-KYPlaKu?9 coya epoyal 
M-II-CABBXTON N-NI-CABBATON 
Mapia’é ý MAPIPAMMH MAPl?AM Mapla Mapla 
Maydaayvy T-MAFAAAINH T-MAFAAAH T-MATAAAHNH T-MArA2INH 
ý GAN Mapia [T-x]a- T-KE-MaPIà T-K€-MàPlà T-Ke-Mà tà 
MAPIPAMMH 
TOV TAQOV rie-ugeo[v] Tle-Mecy T-Tadoc T-Meay 
TELOPÒŞ ... MEYAS [oy]-nax OY-NAG NCICMOC OY-NOG NKHTO oY- 
NAICMOC MMONMEN 
&yyeXoc OY-ATT€AOC OY-ATT€AOC TI-ATTEAOC OY-arredoc 
xuptov [r-ec] I-XC TI-X0€IC n- 6c 
ovpavod T-T1H T-1H T-TE T-e 
aa 
tov Ai ov T-@NH TI-ONE TI-@NE TI-ONI 


73 Only bo^ agrees in grammatical number with NA?". 


74 Mae? lacks representation of the second reference to the Sabbath; cf. Chapter 5 28:.a.2. 


75 Mae lacks representation of uíav. 


76 While Greek typically has the definite article with proper names, Coptic does not. The 


agreement between the Coptic versions with the Greek here is exceptional. 
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Since the incongruity in representation is so pervasive, I do not note any 
further differences in the syntactical analyses in the forthcoming chapters. For 
an extensive treatment, cf. Mink 1972, 218—233. 

Coptic does not have a passive; typically the dynamic passive is used to ren- 
der the Greek (Layton 2004, 135-140). In the analysis of the following chapters, 
Icite this syntactical imparity only in special cases. 


1.6 Conclusion 


The emergence of “this most interesting" codex of “great importance" (Baarda 
20048, 265; 2004b, 302) has been accompanied by claims that its Vorlage was 
an alternative version of Matthew's Gospel, claims that have not always been 
accepted. Shortly after its publication, Baarda wrote, 


I entertain the hope that this enigmatic text will become the object of 
a careful investigation in the near future. It might be an appropriate 
research object for a dissertation of someone who is interested in the 
relation ofthe Greek text and the early translations of the New Testament 
in general and the Coptic versions in particular. 

2004b, 306 


Itisthis desideratum that is the inspiration for this work. Baarda reinforced it in 
some informal advice he sent to me while I was in the initial stages of research: 


Especially in the early translations translators had to seek for adequate 

rules of translating the Greek text. That helps to understand the measure 

of ‘freedom’ that the translator of the Schojen text showed in what was 

one of the probably earliest translations into Middle-Egyptian Coptic. In 

short, I think that an approach dealing with the translation techniques 

that the meturgeman used would be of importance for a doctor thesis. 
Private correspondence, 30 December 2006 


It is this translational approach to mae?'s peculiar readings that I have adopted 
in my assessment of mae?. 

The book is organised so that chapters two and three contend extensively 
with the alternative Vorlage explanation. In chapter two, I present a positive 
argument that mae? reflects a text similar to NA?", while in chapter three I give 
a negative critique against the Vorlage explanation. Further critique against 
the Vorlage explanation is given only incidentally in chapters four and five 
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where I otherwise assess mae?'s representative text against known readings 
of the Greek manuscript tradition of Matthew's Gospel. Having examined the 
translator's tendencies in chapters three through five, this work culminates 
in chapter six wherein mae?'s closest allies in the Greek manuscript tradition 
are ascertained, followed by a summary in chapter 7 which contains some 
important text-critical implications. 


CHAPTER 2 


Features of Mae? Unaffected or 
Minimally Affected by Translation 


24 Introduction 


In this chapter, I highlight several significant features of mae?'s text which 
are minimally affected or unaffected by translation. Noting these features as 
having a close correspondence with NA?’, the chapter then concludes with an 
analysis of certain textual variants which are also unaffected by translation. 
The similarity between mae? and NA?’ in these elements shows that Schenke 
at least exaggerated his case when he characterised mae?’s text as mutilated 
and falsified (“gefälscht und verstümmelt"), and akin to that of Epiphanius’ 
description of the Gospel of the Ebionites (Schenke 2001, 31; cf. 1.2.1 above). 


2.2 Correspondence of Pericopes, Verses and Content 


2.21 Correspondence of Pericopes and Verses 

Mae? and NA?’ share an identical narrative sequence from one pericope to 
another, and this may itself be sufficient to contest Schenke's claim that mae? 
reflects a mutilated and falsified Matthew. More detrimental to his claim, 
however, is that the two texts share an identical sequence from verse to verse. 
Thus, for example, any specific verse in NA?” has broadly the same content as it 
does in mae?. Indeed, most significant is that there are only two verses that are 
missing in mae?,! and verses are nowhere expanded in the way that they are, 
for example, in 05’s Luke 6:5 or 9:55-56, or throughout 05's Acts. One can read 
simultaneously a verse of NA?" and the same verse of mae? and perceive their 
general, topical, and very often their specific correspondence. Mae?’s text has 


1 The two exceptions are 14:18-19a and 20:10, considering only extant passages, and excluding 
relevant variants; cf. 2.4. Boismard claimed that 14:18-19a was omitted probably because it 
was found neither in Luke or John (2003b, 195); but if so, this is the only such example. What 
appears to be omitted (the manuscript is partly lacunose here) is representation ofthe notice 
that Jesus told the disciples to bring him the fish and loaves, and commanded that the people 
beseated on the grass. The shortened text makes sense without the two directives, suggesting 
that the omission may have occurred accidentally, an oversight easily committed at the point 
of translation or manuscript reproduction. 
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neither been redacted heavily to exclude large amounts of material from the 
familiar Matthew, nor to include large amounts of material not otherwise found 
therein. Since these data raise significant doubts about Schenke's thesis, other 
explanations for the syntactical differences between mae? and NA?’ should be 
considered. 

2.2.2 Correspondence of Content 

The correspondence of pericope and verse sequence between mae? and NA?” is 
strengthened in that their specific content is likewise similar. In chapters three, 
four, and five, I analyse three of mae”’s leaves (cf. 3.1.2), the content of which is 
categorised and listed below. All the content corresponds with NA2’, with but 
a minor exception. 


Correspondence of content 


Category 


Matt 5:38-6:18 


Matt 12:3-27 


Matt 2831-20 


Characters, including 
nominal and 
pronominal references 


to characters 


Jesus, hypothetical 
characters,” tax 
collectors, Gentiles, 
hypocrites, Father (in 


heaven) 


Jesus, Pharisees, David, 
those with David, 
priests, Son of Man, 

man with withered 
hand, followers who 
were healed, demon 
possessed blind mute, 
Beelzebul, Satan, sons of 


the Pharisees 


Mary, Mary Magdalene, 
angel, guards, Jesus, 
chief priests and elders, 
the governor, the 11 


disciples 


Dialogues and dialogue 


sequence 


(None) 


Jesus to Pharisees, they 
(Pharisees?) to Jesus, 
Jesus to them, Jesus to 
the man with withered 
hand, spectators to one 
another, Pharisees to 
the people, Jesus to 


Pharisees 


Angel to the women, 
Jesus to the women, 
chief priests and elders 
to the guards, Jesus to 


the disciples 


2 Le. the one who strikes one's cheek, who litigates, who forces to go a mile, who wishes to 


borrow, who loves. 
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Category Matt 5:38-6:18 Matt 12:3-27 Matt 28:1-20 
Narrative development (None) (121-28), Jesus Two Mary's visit the 


defends his disciples' 
actions, Jesus accuses 
the Pharisees of 
condemning the 
guiltless, Jesus travels 
and enters synagogue,* 
Pharisees ask Jesus 
about healing on 
Sabbath, Jesus argues 
for legality of Sabbath 
healing, Jesus heals, 
Pharisees conspire to 
kill Jesus, Jesus departs 
and heals many, Jesus 
heals blind mute, 
people are amazed and 
ask if Jesus is David's 
Son, Pharisees accuse 
Jesus of exorcising by 
Beelzebul, Jesus shows 
illogic of Pharisees' 


accusation 


tomb, there was an 
earthquake, angel 
appears from heaven 
and removes stone, 
angel's physical 
appearance is described, 
angel shows empty 
tomb, Jesus appears, 
the elders gather and 
hear the guards' report, 
the elders bribe the 
guards, the disciples 
encounter Jesus on a 
mountain in Galilee, 
Jesus commissions his 


disciples 


Geographical references 


and places 


Synagogues and streets, 
[6:55] 


Temple, synagogue, 
hypothetical kingdom 


and city and house 


Galilee, the mountain$ 


3 In both NA? and mae?, the pericope begins in the preceding two verses, with Jesus and his 


hungry disciples plucking heads of grain in the grain fields. 


4 Mae? interprets the ambiguous Greek as indicating that the man with the withered hand 


came to Jesus. Cf. 12:10.a.1. 


5 Becauseofthe obvious copying error (cf. n. 8 below), mae? lacks reference to synagogues and 


street corners. 


6 Mae?islacunose where reference to the city (Jerusalem) is expected. 
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Correspondence of content (cont.) 
Category Matt 5:38-6:18 Matt 12:3-27 Matt 2831-20 
Emotive descriptors of (None) People were amazed The guards fear, the 
characters disciples doubt? 
Narrativeteachingtopic ^ Reciprocity and Something greater All authority had been 


non-resistance and 
generosity, love 

for enemies, God's 
provision for good and 
bad, perfection of 
character, charitable 
deeds, [6:58], prayer, the 
Father's knowledge 

of disciples' needs, 
Lord's Prayer, divine and 
human forgiveness, 


fasting 


than the temple was 
present, God desires 
mercy and not sacrifice, 
Son of Man is Lord of 
Sabbath, healing on 
Sabbath is lawful, illogic 
of accusing Jesus of 


exorcising by Beelzebul 


given to Jesus, the 
“Great Commission,” 
assurance of Jesus’ 


abiding presence 


Scripture 


Lev 1938 


1Sam 21:6, Hos 6:6, Isa 


42:1-3 


Of these many larger structural elements, the only difference between mae? 
and the Greek manuscript tradition is that mae? does not explicitly state that it 
was the elders who took counsel in 28:12 (perhaps influenced by some syntacti- 
cal ambiguity in the Greek; cf. 5.2), although mae? does indicate that they oth- 
erwise gathered together and bribed the guards. Since these larger structural 
elements correspond to NA”’, there is little reason to conclude that mae? is an 
alternative Matthew. This suggests that many differences in syntax and other 
smaller elements might be translational or due to other phenomena such as 


scribal error, harmonisation, Mattheanisms, etc. 


7 Mae’s lacuna cannot be confidently reconstructed where reference to the women’s fear and 


great joy is expected. 


8 Mae's 6:5 does not correspond in content to NA?” due to a scribal mistake in which the saying 


in v. 7 is copied (cf. 3.4). 
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2.3 Correspondence of Names 


Wherever extant in mae”, the named characters in NA?” occur in the cor- 
responding passages with remarkable consistency.? Apart from references to 
Jesus, there are 158 such occurrences’? in NA?’, but there are only 7 differences 
from mae?. While the differences may be explained variously, the remarkable 
correspondence in these names suggests that mae? is no alternative Matthew. 
The point may be advanced further. While a given word or syntactical envi- 
ronment may be restructured significantly in translation, representation of 
names is typically restricted. Apart from nominal and pronominal shifts, a 
translation normally gives formal representation to names in its source, allow- 
ing greater reliability in discerning the Vorlage than many other syntactical ele- 
ments. Consequently, despite significant differences in representation of other 
elements, mae?'s close correspondence with NA? in regard to names suggests 


9 Abel, Abraham, Alphaeus, Andreas, Barabbas, Berekiah, Bartholomew, Barjonah, Daniel, 
David, Elijah, Zachariah, Zebedee, Herod, Herodias, Isaiah, Thaddaeus, Thomas, Jacob, 
James, Jeremiah, Judas, Isaac, Iscariot, John, Jonah, Joseph, Magdalene, Mary, Matthew, 
Moses, Noah, Peter, Philip, Pilate, Simon, and Solomon. 

10 References to Jesus are considered in 2.4. 

11 Two instances involve passages having well known variation (“Jesus Barrabas” in 27:16, 17). 
Two instances involve nominal and pronominal shifts (14:5; 17:25). Three others involve 
expansion either from information provided elsewhere in Matthew or from the other 
New Testament Gospels: 1) Be(ge)cesoyd is supplied in 9:34 as the name of the Prince 
of Demons (cf. 12:24; Mark 3:22; Luke 1115); 2) the name Simon was added to identify 
the house in which Jesus taught (9:10; cf. Mark 1:29); and 3) the servant whose ear was 
severed was identified as Malchus (26:51; cf. John 18:10). These expansions may simply be 
epexegetical glosses introduced into the text by a scribe, or they may reflect the translator's 
perceived freedom in adding a known detail to the translated text (cf. the addition of 
the gloss from John 20:21 into 038's text of Matt 2838; Baarda 2004a, 281; Askeland 2012a, 
38-39). Boismard takes the expansion involving Malchus as evidence of a systematic 
redaction of an earlier source (Mae-X) to form a Gospel harmony. However, mae?'s text 
does not exhibit the freedom necessary for Boismard's theory. For example, mae? does 
not include the more important Johannine details of Simon Peter as being the one who 
struck Malchus' ear, and Jesus' rhetorical question about drinking the cup. If mae? really 
is a significantly redacted harmony, one wonders why these two important details would 
have been overlooked, while the insignificant narrative detail about the name of the 
high priest's servant was included. Consequently, the inclusion of Malchus' name seems 
more incidental than a systematic harmonistic redaction. Moreover, Boismard's claim 
that the syntactical naming construction reflects a Semitism (2003b, 200) is to be rejected 
outright since the grammatical construction in mae? is typical: [n]pen neiger eruneoy 
ne uaAxo[c] (cf. Layton 2004, 99). 
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that mae?'s Vorlage is much more akin to the Matthew known through the 
extant manuscript tradition than not. Indeed, these names in mae? are so for- 
mally exact in their correspondence to NA?’ as to have only two nominal or 
pronominal shifts in all of NA?”s 158 occurrences extant in mae?. By way of 
comparison with modern translations, mae? has but one difference from NA?" 
involving references to Peter (17:25), while NIV has two (17:25, 26), and NLT has 
six (17:25, 26; 26:34, 70, 72, 74). 


2.4 Correspondence of References to Jesus 


2.41 Differences between NA?’ and Mae? in References to Jesus 

A more exhaustive investigation of nominal references to Jesus is instructive. 
A survey of NA?’, Aland's (1978) vollstandige Konkordanz (vK), four Coptic 
witnesses (sa?, bo^, mae?, and mael; cf. 3.1.2.1), two Old Syriac witnesses (sy? 
sy*; Wilson and Kiraz 2002), the Peshitta (syP; Etheridge 1849), the Vulgate (vg; 
Gryson, Fischer, and Frede 2007), and the many Old Latin (it) witnesses in Adolf 
Jülicher's edition (1938) cumulatively yield 232 different passages, 185 of which 
are extant in mae?, with at least one witness having a nominal reference to 
Jesus. Of these 185 passages, mae? differs from NA?" 25 times (13.596). These 
differences, however, merely involve nominal and pronominal shifts, without 
alteration of the basic dialog or narration of the story. In fact, the occurrences 
ofthe name or its pronominal substitute are very similar to those which can be 
found in any modern translation;!? such substitutions merely serve to clarify 
ambiguous referents, or to render the source text with greater conformity to 
norms or perceived preferences of the receptor language (cf. Williams 2004, 
25-26). Moreover, the differences between mae? and NA?’ are reduced to 
18 when passages involving known significant textual variation are excluded, 
leaving disagreement at a remarkably low rate of 9.796. This low rate makes 
mae? more like the Matthew reflected in the extant manuscript tradition than 
could be expected of an alternative Gospel, especially since the basic dialog or 
narration is unaltered throughout. 


12 Occurrences of the name Jesus vary significantly in modern English translations: KJV 170; 
NASB 184; NIV 216; NLT 258; NRSV 155. The statistics only show the total number of 
occurrences of the name; actual nominal and pronominal substitutions would be much 
higher than the difference in total occurrences of the name itself. 
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2.4.2 Mae?s5 Differences Compared with Other Early Versions 

The relative similarity of mae? and NA?" in regard to references to Jesus is seen 
ina comparison with the other early versions. I have collated these occurrences 
against NA?", the results of which are given in the following chart. 


Summary chart of representation of Jesus references 


vK NA?” Mae? Mae! Sa? Boô Sys Sy* SyP It^ Vg 


Number of 174 232 185 232 232 232 . 201 154 232 232 232 
passages extant 100% 100% 80.8% 100% 100% 100% 86.6% 66.496 100% 100% 10096 
in subject 

witnesses out of 


232 total 


Total occur- 58 82 64 57 82 79 100 55 47 75 
rences of nomi- 
nal references 


to Jesus 


Total number 22 25 27 12 n 48 30 46 17 

of differences 12.696 13.5% 11696 5.2% 47% 23.996 19.5% 19.8% 7.3% 
from NA2? 

based on 

witnesses’ 


extant material 


13 Aland 1978, 545-546. This cites every occurrence of Jesus’ name in the text of the TR and 
eight different critical editions published in the last century or so. 

14 For practical reasons, data is culled from the whole range of Old Latin readings, as 
presented in Jiilicher 1938, rather than from any single manuscript or from a critical 
edition. This has the fortuitous effect of providing a wider range of passages possibly 
containing the name Jesus. But since the data reflect the total accumulation of readings 
from multiple manuscripts rather than from a single manuscript or critical edition, some 
of the statistical data in this column are incompatible with those elsewhere in the chart. 
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Summary chart of representation of Jesus references (cont.) 


vK NA? Mae? Mae! Sa?  Bo^ Sy Sy° Sye It Vg 


Differences 13 
between NA?” 7.0% 


and witnesses 


25 24 10 10 345 196 31 10 


13.5% 10.4% 4.3% 43% 21.8% 19.0% 16.896 4.3% 


in only the 185 
extant passages 


of mae? 


Differences 
from NA? 
of subject 


18 14 7 2 26 n 20 4 
9.7% 76% 38% 11% 16.7% 11096 10.8% 2.2% 


witnesses 

in only the 

185 extant 
passages of 
mae?, excluding 
passages with 


significant v./.!? 


Number of 10 4 2 o 16 3 5 o 


occurrences 5.4% 22% 11% 0% 10.3% 3.0% 2.7% 096 
of nominal 
reference to 
Jesus without 
support from 
any other 


witness 


15 Out of the 232 passages, there are only 156 passages which are extant in both mae? and sys. 

16  Outofthe232 passages, there are only 100 passages which are extant in both mae? and sy*. 

17 Excluded are 17 significant variants involving both the nominal and pronominal refer- 
ences to Jesus found in 9:12; 11:20; 12:25; 13:36; 14:14, 16, 25, 27; 16:20b; 17:11, 20; 18:2; 20:23, 
30b; 22:20, 37, 43. Not excluded are three passages which differ from NA?’ even though 
there are noteworthy textual considerations: 19:18 and 21:7 have substantial Coptic sup- 
port, while 13:57 agrees with o1 and 21. 
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Mae?'s 9.796 rate of disagreement is comparable with that of mae! (7.6%), 
sy? (10.8%), and sy* (11.0%). While it is substantially more than the three later 
versions sa? (3.8%), bo^ (1.196), and vg (2.2%), it is substantially lower than sys 
(16.7 96). 


2.4.3 Explanation of Differences 

Mae?'s higher rate of differences from NA?’ compared with sa?, bo^, and vg, 
may be explained by two factors. First, since vg is a critically reconstructed text, 
and because sa? and bo^ were chosen for publication precisely because their 
editors thought they were good representatives of their textforms (cf. 311.24 
n. 4), the three have few idiosyncratic readings (vg has none at all). One might 
presume that if other individual manuscripts had been selected, they might 
have had higher rates of disagreement with NA?7, Secondly, the two Sahidic 
and Bohairic manuscripts were produced centuries later than mae?, near the 
zenith of the Coptic tradition, while mae? was produced perhaps within 100 
years of the first Coptic translations. The fewer differences in sa? and bo^, 
then, might be explained by periodic and incremental adjustments to their 
respective textforms to favour the source language (cf. Metzger 1976, 306-307; 
1977, 69—70). Accordingly, it is the other earlier witnesses (mae?, mael, sy’, sy*, 
sy?, it) which have more readings with little or no Greek support than the later 
witnesses (sa?, bo^, vg). 

Moreover, there are passages with versional support that disagree with NA?” 
and apparently have no Greek attestation.!? These passages are probably best 
explained as translational, for any claim otherwise would require the sys- 
tematic suppression of unmemorable and seemingly arbitrary nominal and 
pronominal references to Jesus in a very large number of Greek manuscripts 
which had already been spread around the known world. A translational expla- 
nation offers a simpler and more plausible way to explain these particular dif- 
ferences in mae? (cf. Williams 2004, 23-37). 


2.5 Correspondence of Textual Variation 
It is axiomatic that a translation cannot have exact correspondence with a 
source text, but only relative correspondence. The one exception is when the 


translation attests the short reading when the alternative reading is much 
longer. 


18 E.g., 15:3; 16:208; 18:22; 21:7. 
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2.54 Long and Short Variants in UBS* 

In mae?'s extant text, there are 15 variant passages cited in UBS* involving the 
inclusion or exclusion of either a significant clause or perhaps an entire verse, 
affording the opportunity to check for exact correspondence between NA?” and 
mae?.!9 The following chart shows the correspondence between mae? and NA?" 
for these 15 variant passages. The third (middle) column gives the entirety ofthe 
long reading from whichever Greek edition is cited in the second column; the 
fourth and fifth columns indicate whether NA?’ and mae? support the short or 
long reading.?? 


Long and short readings in mae? and NA?’ 
Source Long reading NA?’ and mae?'s support 


(with mae”’s text, when mae? has the long reading) 


Short reading Long reading 


5:44a RP evroyeite TOÙÇ xorcapepévouc DLds, xoc molette tog NA? = Mae? 


pugodow pâs 


6:13 RP St cod ¿otu ý Bacdeia xai ý 80vaquc xod h Jóka elc roùç NA?7 = Mae? 


aidves. Aunv. 


9:34 NA?7 ol òt Dapioatot £Aeyov, "Ev tH doyovtt TAV Satpoviey NA?” ~ Mae? 
&x det cà Bopóvto. 
Mae?: [udap]icaioc nay[ xow] umac xe apu m ei 


A [21408 EBar e]en gexce[Boy]a napxæn n aun [on] 


12:47 NA?7 [etrev 8& cic adTA, Idod ý) uytNP cov xol oi depoi cou Mae? NA?” 
Ew Eotynaow Cytodvtés cot Aasa ] 01 03 019 579 
597 


19 UBS* is cited here since its apparatus features variants that are typically translatable 
(Aland et al. 2001, x). 

20 Manuscript support for a reading is only given in those cases where mae? and NA?” 
disagree with each other. The use ofthe sign - indicates exact equivalence, and is reserved 
for their agreement in exclusion of the long reading. The sign ~ indicates approximate 
equivalence but unambiguous support for the reading. 
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Source Long reading NA?’ and mae”’s support 
(with mae?'s text, when mae? has the long reading) 


Short reading Long reading 


16:2-3 NA?’ [Olas yevouevys Atyete, Eddia, muppdCet yàp 6 obpavdc: Mae? NA”? 
xoi nowt, XY|uepov xetpov, coppdtet yap otvyvaCwy 6 0103 033 f? 157 
OÙPAVÓÇ. TO LEV TEdTWIOV TOD Odpavod ytvooxete 579 


Staxptvetv, xà SE opeta TOV xotpàv où Sbvac8e. | 


17:21 RP todto dé TÒ yévoc oùx Exmopevetat el uy) Ev npocevyĝ xal NA? = Mae? 
votei 

18:11 RP 3j sv yap 6 vids tod dvOpwnov cot TÒ &MoAWAdS NA?? = Mae” 

19:9 RP xoi 6 dnoAEAVMEVYY YaUNTAS poiyâtar. NA?? = Mae” 

20:16 RP ToMol yap eiow xAntol, dAtyot 8& ExAextot NA?” = Mae? 

20:22-23 RP 7j Tò Bartioua 6 eyo Bantičopar Bantiodvar ... xaitd NA?7 = Mae? 


Båntiopa 6 iyà Bantičopar Bantiodhoeoðe ... 


21442 NA?” xai 6 neowy rtl Tov Alov Todtov cuv8Aacoycetal ip’ öv Mae? NA?” 
44 

& äv néoy Avcuyoet adtov.] 05 33 
231472 RP Oval dé piv, ypappotets xai Dapicatot broxprtal, ott NA?” = Mae? 


xorcecO(ece Tac oixias TAY YNEAY, Kal TPOPaCE! paxpà 


Tpocevyopevol: Sid Toto Anele nepioótepov xpipa. 


27:35 TR Wa mAnpwOf tò 99v Und Tod npophTtov Stepepioavto tk NA?” = Mae? 
iudtidé pov Eavtots xai Ext xóv ipatiopóv pov EBaAov 


xAÑpov 


21 NA” has the text in brackets. 
22  Thisis RP'sv. 13. 
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Long and short readings in mae? and NA?’ (cont.) 


Source Long reading NA?’ and mae?’s support 
(with mae?'s text, when mae? has the long reading) 


Short reading Long reading 


27:49 WH?3 [['AMoç dé Xaov Adyynyy ÉvuEev adtod thy mAcvedy, xal NA?7 Mae? 
&EfA8ev dwp xai aîpa]] 01 03 04 019 
Mae?: ga Keoyė gaqxi NOYAOPXH gaqra[xcq eaqxe]T 1010 
NECTUP gà OYCNA Ï EBaA- men [OYMAOY] 

28:9 RP we 8€ Emopevovto amayyetAa tots ua&vrcotic oro ro NA? = Mae? 


Since mae? has the short reading in 13 of these 15 passages, mae? has "exact" 
correspondence to readings in significant manuscripts of the Greek textual 
tradition. In 10 of these 13 cases, mae? corresponds exactly with NA?", giving an 
indication of the quality of its Vorlage. The point may be reinforced in regard 
to the other 3 passages since the reading not supported by mae? is bracketed 
by NA’, indicating great difficulty in determining the text.?^ This agreement 
would be highly unlikely if mae?'s Vorlage had been an alternative version of 
Matthew. 

Similarly, mae? corresponds to NA?”s long reading in 9:34, leaving 27:49 
as the only passage where mae? has the long reading against NA?"s short 
reading. Nonetheless, even in 27:49, mae? enjoys support from an impressive 
range of manuscripts (01 03 04 019), and is similar to the reading found in 
other editions.?5 Thus, when both short and long readings are considered, 
mae? enjoys either exact correspondence or close correspondence with other 
significant manuscripts of the extant Greek textual tradition in every instance. 


23 Westcott and Hort (2007) has the text in brackets. Mae? supports the subvariant in which 
the word order for water and blood is inverted, but in correspondence with 21 manuscripts 
as cited in Aland et al. 1999, 133. The subvariant is not cited in NA2’. 

24 . NA?"s Editionum Differentiae appendix (749—750) cites the following editions as having 
the shorter reading which agree with mae? or as placing the text in brackets: 12:47 Westcott 
and Hort; von Soden; 16:2-3 [[ Westcott and Hort]]; [Tischendorf; von Soden; NA?5]; 21:44 
Tischendorf; [Westcott and Hort; von Soden; Vogels; NA?5]. 

25  NA?”s Editionum Differentiae appendix (749—750) cites [[Westcott and Hort]] and [von 
Soden] as having the longer reading. 
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2.5.2 Mae"?'s Correspondence with NA?’ Compared with Other 
Manuscripts 

These data counter the claim that mae? reflects an alternative version, for 

mae?'s Vorlage in these 15 passages seem incredibly similar to well attested read- 

ings of the manuscript tradition, and to NA?” in particular. The unlikelihood of 

the coincidence is made all the clearer through a comparison ofthe most signif- 

icant manuscripts from NA?"s "consistently cited witnesses of the first order" 


(agreements with NA?’ are in bold; disagreements in italics).26 


Comparison of short and long readings in NA?’ and “consistently cited witnesses” 


NA?” mae? o 03 04 05 019 032 038 ff fe 33 
5:44a Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Long Short Long Long 
613 Short Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Short Long Long 
9:34 Long Long Long Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long Long 
12:47 [Long] Short Short Short Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long 
16:2-3 [Long] Short Short Short Long Long Long Long Long Long Short Long 
17:21 Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Long Short Long Long Short 
18:11 Short Short Short Short Long Short Long Short Short Short Short 
19:9b Short Short Short Long Long Short Short Long Long Long Long Long 
20:16 Short Short Short Short Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long 
20:22-23 Short Short Short Short Long Short Short Long Short Short Short Long 
21:44 [Long] Short Long Long Long Short Long Long Long Long Long Short 
2314 Short Short Short Short Short Short Long Short Short Long Short 
27:35 Short Short Short Short Short Short Short Short Long Long Long Short 
27:49 Short Long Long Long Long Short Long Short Short Short Short Short 
28:9 Short Short Short Short Long Short Long Short Short Long Short Short 
Agree- 150f15 nofi5 i20fi5 uofi5 50fu gofi5 gofi5 70fi5 100f  100f  70fi5 gofi5 
ment 100% 73.3% 80.0 73.3% 45.5% 60.0% 60.0 46.7% 15 15 46.7% 60.0% 
with 66.7% 66.7% 

NA?7 
26 See Aland et al. 1993, 58, for its list of consistently cited witnesses. Excluded are all papyri, 


none of which are substantially extant; e.g., P^ and P45 are not extant in any of the 


variants under consideration. Most majuscules are also excluded for the same reason. In 


particular, o2 is excluded since it is not extant until 25:6, while 035 is excluded since it only 


has seven of the 15 passages. 
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Next to o1, mae? and o3 have the highest rates of agreement with NA?” 
of the eleven witnesses. If ever the NA?" editorial committee were to recon- 
sider and change its three textually difficult bracketed readings in favour of 
mae?, mae?'s agreement rate of 73.396 would increase to 93.396, and would sur- 
pass not only 03's revised 80%, but also ors 86.7%. Ironically, then, the very 
manuscript which Schenke introduced to the world as a long lost alternative 
Gospel of Matthew agrees more with NA?’ in these passages than do many of 
the manuscripts otherwise deemed best by many textual critics. 


2.6 Conclusion 


Some textual elements in mae? are unaffected or minimally affected by transla- 
tion. These include larger structural elements of narrative and verse sequence, 
characters and their actions, as well as the smaller syntactical element of ref- 
erences to Jesus. Similarly, variants involving inclusion or exclusion of lengthy 
text are especially reliable in ascertaining a version's support for a reading. My 
analysis ofthese elements indicates a sustained correspondence between NA?" 
and the Vorlage of mae?, casting doubt on Schenke's theory that mae? reflects 
a hitherto lost alternative version of Matthew. This correspondence most likely 
derives from a similarity between mae?’s Vorlage and the earliest attainable text 
of Matthew's Gospel. 

The analysis of the aforementioned textual variants is especially instructive 
for the remainder of my work. The high rate of agreement between mae? and 
NA?’ suggests that the use of NA?" as a base text for assessing syntactical 
correspondence between mae? and the Greek tradition is reasonable. Secondly, 
it strengthens the notion that mae?'s Vorlage is more akin to Matthew as it 
is known in the extant Greek tradition than not, making more credible the 
claim that syntactical differences are often translational phenomena. Thirdly, 
the high rate of agreement between mae? and NA?", o1, and 03 in the 15 passages 
discussed above anticipates conclusions in chapter six where I analyse mae?'s 
textual character and identify its closest allies. 

These three points anticipate much of the next chapter which compares 
mae?'s syntax with the other Coptic versions in the translation of their respec- 
tive Greek Vorlagen. 


CHAPTER 3 


Syntax and Representation of Matt 5:38-6:18 


3.1 Introduction 


311 Refutation of Schenke’s Thesis 

I indicated in my analysis of the previous chapter that elements in mae? that 
are minimally affected or unaffected by translation are strikingly similar to 
Matthew’s Gospel as it is found in NA?” (and other critical editions). This 
makes improbable Schenke’s claim that mae? reflects a hitherto lost alternative 
version of Matthew’s Gospel. 

Schenke made his claim on the basis of what he deemed as mae?’s bewil- 
dering textual heterogeneity (“verwirrenden Andersartigkeit"). He cited vari- 
ous recurring syntactical features, asserting that they are entirely different from 
what is otherwise well known to us through the other Coptic versions.! He rein- 
forced his assessment in the commentary section of his apparatus and through 
his retroversion which often differs from any extant Greek reading. 

Against Schenke, I intend to show that 1) unique features are not any more 
pervasive in mae? than they are in the other Coptic versions; 2) there are signif- 
icant points of commonality between mae? and the other Coptic versions; and 
3) Schenke's method of retroversion is invalid. The three points, if demonstra- 
ble, would make untenable Schenke's characterisation of mae? as bewilderingly 
heterogeneous. 


312 Analysis of 5:38-6:18 
I place my arguments against Schenke's thesis into my analysis of mae"'s text of 
Matt 5:38-6:18. The analysis documents some of the translator's translational 
habits, shows mae?'s correspondence to known Greek readings, and assesses 
mae”’s support for variant readings. 

This is the first of three successive chapters in which sample leaves of mae? 
are analysed. I have chosen leaves from different sections of the codex, one from 
the beginning (5:38-6:18), one from near the middle (12:3-27), and one from 


i "Was die Textform des Codex Schoyen betrifft, so macht sie ja schon auf den ersten Blick 
den Eindruck einer verwirrenden Andersartigkeit im Vergleich zu dem Gewohnten. Diese 
'globale' Fremdartigkeit des Textes von mae 2 hat aber natürlich durchaus verschiedene 
Aspekte" (2001, 30). 
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the end (281-20). The samplings are diverse in their relative states of preser- 
vation, with the initial one needing extensive reconstruction, and the second 
being one of the best preserved, allowing an assessment of Schenke's recon- 
struction. The analysis involves three components: 1) Intraversional Analysis; 
2) Translational Analysis; and 3) Textual Analysis. 


3.1.2.1 Intraversional Analysis 
I compare mae? with the other three Coptic versions, as represented by the 
following three manuscripts: 


Sahidic: sa? (M569, Pierpont Morgan, New York; Perez 1984) 
Bohairic: bo^ (Huntington 17, Bodleian, Oxford; Horner 1898-1905) 
Middle Egyptian: mae! (Codex Scheide; Princeton, M144; Schenke 1981). 


Sa? and bo^ have been deemed excellent representatives of their respective 
versions, perhaps suggesting a relatively low number of singular and secondary 
readings.? 

The analysis for each verse includes a chart designed to show both mae?'s 
unique elements and its agreements with the other versions. The initial row 
contains the text of mae?, with an original English translation. Below it in the 
first column is the text of NA2’, including NA?"5 text-critical sigla.? The column 
is subdivided into descending cells so that NA?"s individual words or groups 
of words may be listed correspondingly to the Coptic versions in adjoining 
columns to the right. The second column contains the Coptic versions' render- 
ings which are similar to one another, while the third column contains those 
which are unique. The bottom two rows quantify agreements and dissimilari- 
ties. 

Any portion oftext unique to a version is presented in the third column, and 
any text identical (excepting dialectal considerations) in two or more versions 
is represented in the second column. The siglum X indicates that the difference 
involves the absence of an element. 


2 For sa’, cf. Kreinecker 2008, 22. For bo^, cf. Horner 1898-1905, 1.ix. Since we are many years 
away from a critical edition of Sahidic or Bohairic Matthew, I cannot at present substantiate 
these claims. Askeland notes Thompson's claim that Horner's bo^ *was an eccentric MS. 
with many peculiar and often corrupt, readings" (2012a, 255). Variants within the Sahidic and 
Bohairic traditions are generally not cited in the analysis, although occasionally I reference 
Horner's edition of the Sahidic by the siglum saHerer (1911-1924). 

3 NA?"stext-critical sigla key may be found in Aland et al. 1993, 1114. 


SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 5:38-6:18 45 


In order to quantify the number of non-dialectal differences between the 
versions, the units of text are delineated not according to individual words 
or even clauses. Instead, minimising the quantity of units, I have grouped 
together as many words that are identical in at least two versions (excluding 
dialectal differences), delineating the unit to highlight at least one versional 
disagreement. Thus, for example, in 6:13, one unitis marked out as uy elcevéyxvc 
Huds elc nerpacuóv, dAAd, even though it includes the conjunction for the next 
clause, for the Coptic versions all agree at every point, except for sa? which 
differs only in the form of the verb. The presentation of data in this way allows 
the precise quantification of non-dialectal differences between the versions.* 
In cases where the Coptic must be subdivided within the unit of text, cells are 
divided with a dotted line instead of a solid line. 

When disagreements in word order cannot be depicted in the chart, further 
explanation is given in the footnotes, with unique word orderings factored into 
the statistics accordingly. Noted but not counted as additional differences are 
variances in 1) the position of post-positive elements arising from differences 
in wording of the first element of a clause; and 2) the placement of the combi- 
native adverb ega) (eBox).5 

I do not distinguish Coptic’s affective demonstrative from the simple definite 
article, nor the peculiar form of Bohairic's articulated relatives. When there are 
more than one unique element reflected in a particular word, they are indicated 
by segmentation of the word’s syntactical elements through dashes.” 

In the analysis, I attempt to use linguistic terms in conformity with Layton’s 
grammar (2004). For example, the terms aorist, optative, preterit, extraposited 
entity term, focalising conversion, personal intermediates, personal indepen- 
dent, verboid, and reference to n- as a preposition rather than an object marker, 
etc., all reflect Layton’s usage. Such terminology usually is accompanied by page 
references to Layton’s grammar. 

Since I do not focus on the refutation of Schenke's thesis in the subsequent 
two chapters, the intraversional analysis is only provided in the present chap- 


4 The presentation also allows a general assessment of syntactical agreement between the four 
versions, but not its quantification. 

5 Assuming Shisha-Halevy’s analysis, the position of ega may reflect dialectal preferences in 
some cases (1983, 327). 

6 For example, in 5:46, bo^ has nu comet where mae! (mae?) (sa?) has netunte. 

7 For example, in 6:16 where mae! and sa? use the circumstantial eretunucteye, bo^ differs 
in two ways: by its use of the conjunctive and by its use of the compound morph ep-. Thus, 
in the chart, I indicate this unique reading as nreTen-ep-nucteyin, and it is counted as two 
differences in the statistics. 
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ter. The intraversional analysis was developed solely to test the viability of 
Schenke's theory that mae? reflects a non-canonical Matthew text, and is not 
designed to test relationships or imply proximity between the Coptic versions. 


3.1.2.2 Translational Analysis 
The second of the three analytical components is the translational analysis in 
which mae?'s correspondence with NA?" is examined. The use of NA?’ as a 
base text seems justified, given mae?s uncanny agreement with NA?’ in the 
test passages in 2.5.8 

Any incongruity between mae? and NA?" in syntactical representation is 
indicated and discussed.? Ultimately, however, I have evaluated their corre- 
spondence not merely in terms of formal equivalency, but also in actual mean- 
ing. In this regard, Schenke noted his amazement that despite mae?'s lack of 
syntactically significant text elements, its text manages to convey NA?"s mean- 
ing.!o 

In my analysis, I considered Schenke's retroversion wherever it differs from 
NA?’, although I do not always indicate the disagreement herein." Schenke's 
retroversion is especially praised by Boismard as being the most valuable fea- 
ture of Schenke's edition for non-Coptic readers.!? On the other hand, I argue 
quite the contrary, that the retroversion is methodologically suspect and mis- 
leading in most cases when it deviates from NA?" (cf. Baarda 20044, 267, 284). 
Indeed, despite not only his stated intention, but also his sectional title "Ver- 
such einer Rekonstruktion der mutmalichen griechischen Vorlage" (2001, 279), 


8 Note also Baarda's comment, “I have used the text of Nestle-Aland?" ... as the point of 
departure for my comparison of Schenke's reconstruction of the Greek model ... Schenke 
himself followed the same procedure, for he often mentions readings in his re-translation 
that differ from what he calls the ‘Standard-LA’” (20042, 267). 

9 This excludes frequently recurring Greek elements which mae? often renders without 
formal equivalence (cf. 1.5). 

10  "Dassindvielmehrsolche Dinge wie das Nichtvorhandensein kleinerer oder größerer Tex- 
telemente, deren Fehlen jedoch auf *wunderbare' Weise das Verstándnis der Textaussage 
selbst nicht aufhebt ..." (2001, 30-31). Cf. also Boismard: “A chaque verset, [mae?] exprime 
la méme idée que le texte classique, parfois de facon identique ..., mais le plus souvent 
avec un vocabulaire différent" (20032, 395). 

11 Schenke’s retroversion is found in his edition (2001) on pages 279-3n. In referencing 
his retroversion, I do not cite page numbers, for the passage in question can be located 
according to chapter and verse order. 

12  *..maisle plus précieux, pour ceux qui ne connaissent pas le copte, c'est une retroversion 
en grec ... du texte traduit par le copiste copte" (2003, 388). 


SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 5:38-6:18 47 


Schenke's retroversion regularly, if not consistently, appears to be more of a 
strict, formal equivalent translation of mae? into Greek, rather than a recon- 
struction of the Vorlage by nuanced consideration of Coptic conventions and 
style. 


3.1.2.3 Textual Analysis 
The third component of the analysis is the evaluation of mae?'s possible sup- 
port for every variant cited in NA?’ having Greek manuscript support.!^ 

Tjitze Baarda recommended that mae?'s text be analysed in light ofthe many 
textual variants not listed in NA?" (2004b, 303; cf. ten Kate 2007). Accordingly, 
I have thoroughly examined the data in many apparatuses.!> In principle, 
however, I only cite variants in these other apparatuses when mae? agrees with 
them in meaning against NA”. In actual practice, such occasions are rare, in 
keeping with the preliminary data in 2.5. Ultimately, there is no need to appeal 
to putative versional agreements if mae? conveys the meaning of known Greek 
readings.!6 

Greek manuscript evidence is cited in full as listed in NA’, but only for those 
variant passages where mae? unambiguously supports one reading or the other. 
I do not cite evidence for ambiguous passages simply because doing so would 
not advance the text-critical assessment for mae?. 


13  Inintroducing his retroversion, Schenke claimed that it is an attempt to give a general 
idea of what the Vorlage looked like: “Der hier niederlegte Versuch geht von der Prámisse 
aus, daß die befremdende Andersartigkeit des vom Codex Schøyen gebotenen koptischen 
Mt-Textes im wesentlichen darauf beruht, daf er die Übersetzung einer vom kanonischen 
Mt-Ev verschiedenen griechischen Fassung dieses Evangeliums ist (und nicht etwa nur 
eine sehr freie Übersetzung bzw. willkürliche Bearbeitung desselben). Alleiniger Zweck 
ist die Erleichterung und Beschleunigung der Einbeziehung des Codex Schgyen in die 
Synoptiker-Forschung. Sie kann nicht beanspruchen, die Wahrheit gefunden zu haben. 
Wohl aber móchte sie ein Bild von der Wahrheit bieten bzw. einen (neuen) Zugang zu ihr 
eróffnen" (2001, 279). Boismard uncritically uses Schenke's retroversion as the basis for his 
textual analysis in both his article (2003a) and book (2003b). 

14 . Versional variants cited in NA?"s apparatus for the three sample leaves are excluded 
entirely from consideration: 5:47; 6:5, 9, 1; 12:10. Apart from 6:9, u, these readings obviously 
lack correspondence with mae? (cf. 6:9.c n. 101; cf. 6:11.b). 

15 X Kurt Aland 2007; Barbara Aland et al. 1993, 2004; Boismard 2003b; Hodges and Farstad 1982; 
Horner 1898-1905, 19111922; Kasser 1962; Legg 1940; Perez 1984; Robinson and Pierpont 
2005; Swanson 1995; Tischendorf 1884. 

16 | Note Askeland's rule 5 of his Rules List for Coptic and Textual Criticism: “Coptic citations 
never have the same authority as Greek manuscripts. As a rule, the Coptic should only be 
cited to support readings found in the Greek tradition" (2012a 254; emphasis original). 
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Often the translation analysis (the b sections for the analysis of each verse) 
addresses readings which involve text-critical assessment. Such discussions 
are not repeated in the textual analysis (the subsequent c sections). Indeed, 
repetition of analysis is generally pre-empted by cross-referencing to prior 
discussion. 


3.2 Frequently Recurring Syntactical Elements 


Whenever a verse has any of the frequently recurring syntactical elements 
listed in 1.5, I indicate such by writing "Cf. 1.5" at the pertinent section heading, 
and include no ensuing discussion. My comments such as "The verse has no 
syntactical differences from NA?” or "There are two syntactical differences" 
are not to be taken absolutely, but as being duly qualified by the data in 1.5. 
These differences, nonetheless, are included in the statistics of the individual 
and summary charts. 


3.3 State of Preservation and Schenke's Reconstruction 


The initial leafis defective in 30—45% ofits text, all of which is reconstructed by 
Schenke. Such extensive reconstruction would seem problematic for Schenke 
and his thesis, since there would be no text on which to base the reconstruction 
of an otherwise unknown alternative Matthew. Schenke, nonetheless, resorts 
to reconstructing mae? based largely on mae!” This also is problematic for 
Schenke's thesis since mae! regularly reflects known Greek readings.? Inter- 
estingly, Schenke's reconstruction generally corresponds in meaning to NA?". 


17 Note Baarda’s similar criticism: "As Schenke himself underlines, the Greek models of 
[mae?] and [mae!] were quite different: [mae!] was translated from the ‘canonical’ Greek 
text, whereas [mae?] was a rendering of an independent Greek translation of Matthew. If 
this were true, it would become a bit strange to reconstruct the text of [mae?] with the 
help of [mae!]" (20042, 282). 

18 On the basis of expansionistic readings, some of which are harmonisations to other 
Gospels, Schenke wrote in regard to mael, "Stellenweise wirkt dies MtEv wie eine Evan- 
gelienharmonie bzw. wie ein Mattháus-Apocryhpon" (1981, 47; emphasis added). This as- 
sessment, however, is too sensational, for such expansions are 1) relatively few (Schenke 
cites less than 15); 2) often well attested in the manuscript tradition (14:15, 24; 16:4; 27:16, 
49); 3) typically of little interpretive consequence (e.g., Jonah the prophet; Judas Iscariot; 
scribes and elders of the people); and 4) comparable to harmonistic accretions in other 
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In addition to the theoretical issues of reconstructing this leaf, one should 
note Schenke's admission of his inability to solve the difficulty of positioning 
its fragments (2001, 18).? His placement of the fragments made the leaf inordi- 
nately large relative to the other leaves. The solution is to reposition the large 
fragment which is in the middle of the verso to form the left edge of the text; 
the left-justified initial letters of lines 6-14 make the solution more or less obvi- 
ous.20 

Throughout the edition, Schenke exaggerated the certainty of his transposi- 
tion and reconstruction by an insufficient appropriation of brackets and sublin- 
ear punctuation. He also notes that he did not carefully check if the reconstruc- 
tion would fit the lacuna.?! His reconstruction is made all the more uncertain 
due to the text's pronounced orthographic inconsistency.” 


manuscripts (e.g., 038 imports the statement conveying, "Even as the Father sent me, so 
send I you" into Matt 28:18). Metzger indicated that mae! otherwise has an affiliation with 
o1 and 03 (1976, 307), and that the “variety of larger and smaller additions" in its text are 
indicative of the version's great antiquity (306—307). Elsewhere, Schenke invokes the term 
westlichen Textform in order to describe these few accretions (1981, 49). None of the lacu- 
nae on the present leaf of mae? are reconstructed in accord with any of mae”s expansions. 
Note in 3.5.1 that mae! is shown to have the fewest differences of the four versions in the 
intraversional analysis. 

19 The edition's two plates for this leaf put the fragments at different distances from each 
other respective of the recto and verso. 

20  Schenke's comment that the copyist does not follow basic rules of syllable division at the 
line breaks reflects his failure to construct the initial leaf correctly, for the manuscript's 
syllable division is very regular and typical throughout. This is corroborated by Bosson 
(2006, 21-22), although, under the influence of Schenke's faulty reconstruction, she con- 
cluded that the copyist used an archaic method of syllable division at the line breaks on 
the initial leaf. The solution to the correct placement of the fragments was suggested to me 
by PJ. Williams, although it was already noticed by Depuydt (2003, 632) who also rejected 
Schenke's claim that mae? lacks typical syllable division. 

21 Stating that it was more of a matter of estimating than measuring, Schenke writes, "Und 
es ist denkbar, daf$ sich manches aus der Anfangsphase der Arbeit bis jetzt erhalten hat" 
(2001, 33). 

22 For example, the individual words for the phrase “your Father in heaven" are spelled 
variously throughout the manuscript, yielding twelve theoretical spellings of the phrase, 
from a minimum of 14 letters to a maximum of 19: 


NETNIMT ETN NTH NETENIMT ETN MTH NETENIMT ETZEN NTHOYH 
H€TeNKDT ETN NIH METNIMT ETZEN MTH TIETNIMT ETN MITHOYH 
NETNIMT ETZEN NTH METNIMT ETN NIIHOYH TIETENIWT €T?N MrTHOYH 


NETNIMT ETEN MMH H€TeNKDT ETN NHHOYH TIETENIMT ETZEN MrTHOYH 
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Nonetheless, many if not most of Schenke's individual reconstructions can 
hardly be improved, although there are instances where Schenke's reconstruc- 
tion is speculative (e.g., 6:25; 13:53; 1417; 22:2). I have carefully assessed Schen- 
ke's reconstruction of the three leaves, taking into consideration available 
space, Coptic linguistic conventions, known Greek readings, and the text of 
the other Coptic versions. The text I present in this and the two subsequent 
chapters reflects most of Schenke's reconstruction, but offers numerous cor- 
rections, mostly minor ones. Generally, I indicate less confidence in my recon- 
struction, and have reconstructed less text than Schenke. Where more than one 
reconstruction seems possible, I have been content to leave the text unrecon- 
structed. Despite these parameters, the reconstruction must remain tentative 
on all counts, especially since there is no way to account for factors such as 
scribal errors, vacant space in a given line, scribal compression or expansion of 
letters within a line, etc.?3 


3-4 Verse by Verse Analysis 
Matt 5:38 


[ea]‘t’ern[cwt]u [xe] eayxac x[e ove]ex ea [ove]e* oy[Nex]e ga ovu[ex]u You heard that it was 
said, “An eye for an eye; a tooth for a tooth.” 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Dissimilarity in Coptic versions 


X mae? sa? bo^: X maet: navn an24 


23 Due to the extensive lacunae in this leaf, I am unable to justify my reconstruction in every 
instance. For examples of my method in assessing and correcting Schenke’s retroversion, 
cf. 5:41; 5:47; 6:5; and throughout chapter five. The final line of the recto of the first extent 
leaf is a primary example of the risks of reconstruction. The scribe, for whatever reason, 
reduced the line from 15cm. to about 7cm., centring it between the margins; there is 
no evidence of any other page being so treated. If the left and right margins had been 
defective, any proffered reconstruction would have assumed the full length of the line 
and would be significantly different from what the scribe had actually written. 

24 Mae! uniquely begins with na) an, perhaps due to harmonisation with 5:33. Without 
warrant, Schenke reconstructed mae? after mae”s singular, revealing an embarrassing 
lack of scholarly neutrality in promoting his thesis. Additionally, mae! singularly avoids 
representation of 6t1 éep¢6y in this verse. 


SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 5:38-6:18 


51 


N [A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Dissimilarity in Coptic versions 


"Hxodvoate 6tt 


mae*?: [2a] T eTn[corT]u [xe] eayxac 


maet: gaTeTNCOTM xe 


eppeby x[e] 
Sa?: ATETNCWTM XE AYXOOC XE 
bo^: apeTeNncWTEM XE AYXOC XE 
dpParuyov vri mae?: [oyB]ed ea. [ovs]ex sa?: OYBAA era, NOYBAA 
óq0oA o0 maet: oYBeA 2a OYBEX 
bo^: oyBar ba oYBaX 
xal mae? mae! sa?: X bo^: oyog 
dddvta avti mae?: oy[Nex ]é ea. sa?: oyogBe 
maet: oynexe 2a sa?: enma 
bo^: oynaxel ba 
dddvt0¢ mae?: ovu[ex.]u sa?: N-OYO2BE 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


mael: oynexe 
bo^: oynaxel 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = 3 
mae? + mae! + sa? =1 
mae? + sa? + bo^ = 2 


mae? + mae! = o 


mae? + bo^- o 
mae? + sa? = o 


Unique elements 


mae?: o maet: 2 sa?: 4 bo^: 


5:38.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Of its ten words, no single element is 


unique to mae?, suggesting a Vorlage substantially similar to that of the other 


Coptic versions. 


5:38.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The syntax of mae? corresponds formally 


to NA2”, 


5:38.c Text Critical Analysis. Despite Schenke's retroversion, the lack of repre- 


sentation of xai in mae? (and mae! and sa?) should not be taken as supporting 


its omission in 05 f}, but rather as an accommodation to the Coptic preference 


for asyndeton (cf. 1.5). 
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Matt 5:39 


[an]ak 2w xo nac nuTN xe [ , ] [un]epoen ep[eT]en THNOY (u)ove nouupoc adda Te[T] [+ w]ex- 
NOY6ec ETEKOYAKH RoyineM rene Tk[evi] epaq J myself tell you, Do not resist an evil person. But the 


one giving you a blow to your right cheek, turn the other one to him. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
EA l. 2. 
żyw maet: anak mae”: [an]ak eo 
sa?: ANOK 
bo^: anox 
dé Agyw bptv mael: ac TXW NMAC NHTN XE mae?: TXO NMAC NHTN XE 


sa9: A€ +X@ MMOC NHTN X€ 


bo^: Ae TXO MMOC NOTEN xe 


u) àvtiotĝvar mae?: [un]epoeu ep[eT]en sa?: uriagepar 
maet: unpogepeTN bo^: unept eboyn 
mae?: THNOY boô: X 


maet: THNOY 


mae? mae!: X sa?: ose 
bo^: egpen 


TH TOWED mae”: (N)oYe TONHPOC 
maet: noye nonHpoc 


sa?: nneoooy 


bo^: mnete@oy 


aM’ Satis cE mael: adda neruet mae: adra ne[v]-[t] 

"barter bo^: adda ou conat S39: &ÀAà TIETNAPALTK 
mod i : j p Ar E E 3 TE ae: qon ES 
maet: nek 
bo^: nak 
ms ae EN E 
maet: noyec bo^: uovkpoyp?5 


25 Bo^ places the pronoun nax after NoyKoyp. 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
elc thv Sektdv mae?: eTeKoYakH NOYiNeM bo^: pen TeKOYOX1 NOYINAM 
ctoyóvat [cov], maet: eTeKoYace NOYINEM 


sa?: eTEKOYOGE NOYNAM 


oTpEov aAvTA xal mae?: nene rk[eyi] epaq maet: kore Neq 
THY dv bo^: dene Txet epoq sa?: KTO epoq 
maet: urekkeoyi 
sa?: NTKETE 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 mae? + mae! = 4 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = 3 mae? + bo^ - 1 
mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa? = o 
Unique elements mae?: 4 mae!: 3 sa?: 8 bo^: 6 


5:39.a. Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? agrees most often with mae! in this 
verse, although there is substantial agreement between mae? and bo^ as well. 


5:39.a.1 ea. As also in 5:44, mae? uniquely uses the inflected modifier eo» to 
emphasise the pronoun [an]ax, in close correspondence to the intensive first 
person of the Greek's ¿yù ... A&yo (cf. 5:44; 12:6; 21:27, etc.; Layton 2004, 118). 


5:39.a.2 ne[T][t]. If the reconstruction is correct?9 mae? uniquely uses the 
present tense referring to the one who might give a blow to the disciple's cheek, 
while the other versions use the future. 

Mae?'s present tense corresponds formally to NA?"s present form pariZet, 
against the Greek future pamicet in most manuscripts. In contrast, bo^ and 
mae! correspond to the future tense reading in 05 019 038 f! 1? M27 Mae?’s 
support for NA?’ is uncertain, however, for while the Coptic versions generally 
do represent the Greek present with the Coptic present, they often do not, as 
Kreinecker has demonstrated, all the more so since futurity is not the focus, but 


26 Although the future tense would involve only the additional letters ne (i.e., ne[TNe][+]), 
there seems to be insufficient space at the end ofthe line to accommodate them. 
27 Horner's edition ofthe Sahidic lacks the text, and so is not cited in NA77. 
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potentiality.28 Consequently, the Coptic versions should not be cited in support 
for this variant passage. 


5:39.6 Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The syntax and vocabulary of mae? corre- 
sponds formally to NA?". 


5:39.c Text Critical Analysis 
5:39.c.1 re[T] | t NJex: noveec. Cf. 5:39.a.2. 


5:39.c.2 sig. NA?" has gamíitet cig thv SeEtav ciayóva, while most manuscripts 
have the preposition ¿ni. Mae? has the preposition e- which is by far the most 
common way to represent eic in mae?, although in some cases the Coptic 
versions do use the preposition e- to represent ¿ri (14:34*9; 22:5/ae1 sa9 boA, gmael, 
34°°, 27:43°°). Consequently, mae? cannot reliably support either reading (cf. 
Plumley 1977, 148). 


5:39.c.3 Se&tav oiayóva [cov]. NA? indicates omission and variation in word 
order in its reading deEtav ciayóva [cov]. Mae?'s erexoyakn Noyinem attests the 
occurrence of 8s&t&v (contra 05), although not any particular word order, or the 
presence or absence of the possessive pronoun (Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 


1972, 233-237). 


Matt 5:40 


rierne[kp]imn NOYHK eqi &rekayrun [xo] NTKegaiTH eB[a]à ncoq: The one who would litigate against 


you to take your coat, permit even your garment to him. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
xal maet: ayw mae?: X 

sa?: ayw 

bo^: oyog 


28 Kreinecker indicates that in the resurrection reports, there are only 10 of 24 occurrences of 
the Greek present that are represented by the Coptic present. In 12 instances, the Coptic 
perfect is used. The other two occurrences are represented by the future (Matt 28:75; Mark 
16:75"; 2008, 251). 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
"TÔ 8£Aovt cot mae?: nerue[xp]mu 
xpi&fjvat maet: neruexeeen 


sa?: rer-oYoa) exigat 
bo^: ph cenaoywa) eciea rt 


mae?: NOYHK 


mael: noyHK 


sa?: NMMaK 
bo^: nemak 
xal Tov xITaVA gov — mae?:eqi NTeKG)THN ... eB[a]r mael: exi NTEKG)THN KO) EBaA 
AaBety, Sa9: GGL NTEKG)THN KW EBON uses nennen nnn nnns 
bo^: ee 
bo^: TEKQOHN Xa ... EBON 
Apes AÙT xoi TO maet: ucoq MTEKKELAITE mae?: [ko] N-T-KegaiTH es[s.] coq 
ip&ctov"- sa9: NCCDq MrieKKegorre bo^: xa riekepayon EBON 
bo^: mpar 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ =o mae? + mae! =1 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = o mae? + bo^- o 
mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa? - 1 
Unique elements mae?: 4 mae!: 2 sa?: 2 bo: 5 


5:40.a Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? has four unique elements, two of 
which merit further discussion. 


5:40.a.1 tietne[Kp]inn. In sa?, the articulated attributive nerovoa) combines 
with the preposition and infinitive exigan to convey “The one who wishes to 
litigate,’ and in bo^ similarly, except in the circumstantial future. In contrast, 
mae? and mae! both avoid the initial verb ovo, putting instead the verb for to 
litigate in the articulated relative in the future tense, conveying "The one who 
would litigate.’ This use of the future in the articulated attributive “can express 
... potentiality rather than futurity" (Layton 2004, 239), so that mae? and mae! 
both convey the meaning of NA?’, making Schenke's retroversion t péMovti 
cot xptOyjvat unnecessary. 
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Mae? uniquely uses the loanword, while the other three use x1gan (bo^: 
sgan). 


5:40.a.2 yTKegaïTH. Mae? avoids the possessive article and second person inter- 
mediate (cf. sa?: unexxegorre). This lack of representation of cov corresponds to 
the reading adopted by NA?" (xai tò tuctiov) against the inclusion of cov in 01 33 
12411424 pc, for the Coptic versions do not have a tendency to omit representa- 
tion ofthe possessive pronoun, but to add it when not in the Greek (Emmeneg- 
ger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233-237). 


5:40.b Translational Analysis. Mae? corresponds formally with NA?7, with two 
exceptions. For the first, cf. 5:40.a.1. The second is that the Greek has «à 0£Aovtt 
as the dative object, but mae? and the other three versions make the referent 
into the subject. This probably reflects the referent's prominent position at the 
beginning of the passage in the Greek rather than suggesting the nominative 
in their respective Vorlagen. Thus, the Coptic versions should not be cited in 
support of the nominative reading in 05. 


5:40.c Textual Analysis. For xà 0£Xovct, cf. 5:40.b. For ntKegaitn, cf. 5:40.a.2. 


Matt 5:41 


aykaqek noyzaoyTN [Mad n]B29 If you are compelled to go a (certain) distance, go twice as far. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 


xai mae? mae! sa?: X bo^: oyog 


29  Schenke's reconstruction 2yka«qek noygaoyTN [ap]! B is problematic. First, since there is 
hardly any ink preserved, his transcription of the letter 1 in [ap]: & is unjustified. What 
remains is probably the right minim of the marker n, a construction used in the three 
other Coptic versions. (When a cardinal number occurs with the noun it modifies, u- 
is to be omitted; but in this case, the noun is not explicit, prompting the inclusion of 
the marker in all the Coptic versions; cf. 25:15.) Also, reconstruction of the verb [ap] is 
improbable since this would be the only instance in which mae? has the verb ipu for 
NA?”s 12 occurrences of ür&yo that are extant in mae?. Since the letter is probably not an y 
there is nothing against the reconstruction aq, or more probably, the specific form uaa) 
(imperative of au), which mae? consistently uses to translate ór&yo in the imperative, the 
sole exception being 16:23 where amoy (the imperative of i) is used in Jesus’ statement to 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Gott; oE maet: nreruekaqek mae?: àYKaqek 
l'a yyopeocet sa?: nera kooBek?0 bo^: bu eeuactrk 
pidtov £v, mael: NOoYMIAION mae?: Noyga0YTN 
bo^: novuDuon sa?: NOYKOT 
inoye mae?: [Mag] mae!: MEQE NEK 
bo^: mogi sa?: BOK 
MET’ abtod™ maet: ueueq mae?: X 
sa?: uuMàq 
bo^: ueuaq 
dvo. mae?: [n]B 
bo^: ug 


Number of mae? 


common elements 


maet: ncney 


sa?: NCNaY 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = o 
mae? + mae! + sa? - 1 
mae? + sa? + boô = o 


mae? « mae! - o 
mae? + bo^ = 2 
mae? + sa? = o 


Unique elements 


mae?: 3 mae!:1 


sa?: 2 bo^:2 


5:41. Coptic Intraversional Analysis. This short verse affords multiple ways of 


representing the Greek in the Coptic. 


5:41.0.1 aykagex. While the other versions use the articulated attributive clause 
with the future to convey the hypotheticality inherent in the future dctt¢ ce 
&yyotpeocst (cf. sa?: nera xooBek), mae? conveys the meaning of NA?’ through 


Peter to get behind him; cf. especially the occurrence of uaa) in 18:15 and 19:21 involving 


the conditional mood. My reconstruction is similar to bo^ and mae!. 


30 Cf. Crum 2005, 99. 
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the conditional (cf. Layton 2004, 239). Schenke slavishly retroverts with the oth- 
erwise unattested ¿àv dyyoapgboocty.?! Even though mae? has the conditional, 
it nonetheless conveys the same meaning whether its Vorlage read dyyapedcet 
(NA?7) or ¿àv evyapevay (01 [037 33 892*]), and so is not a reliable witness to 
either text. 


5:41.a.2 Noyeaoytn. NA?’ has the word pidtov. MiAtov is a Latin loanword and 
occurs rarely in Greek literature, apparently occurring only here in the Greek 
New Testament, and not at all in the Greek Old Testament, Josephus, the Old 
Testament Pseudepigrapha, or the Greek patristic literature.?? While bo^ and 
mae! use mNon in Matt 5:41, the word otherwise does not occur in the Coptic 
New Testament, in Nag Hammadi, or in Coptic documentary texts.?? 

Sahidic resorts to using the indescript term xor in this verse, conveying “The 
one who will compel you a turn.” Mae? may make a similar attempt in its use 
of 2a0yYTn. 

For gaoytn, Crum provides, in the first instance, the glosses road and high- 
way, and indicates the use of gaoytn to translate 666¢. Such a meaning, how- 
ever, would produce the non-sensical translation, “If you are compelled a road, 
go two.” Alternatively, the word may indicate an unspecified distance, and is 
comparable to other attempts, ancient and modern, to translate weights and 
measures. If so, mae? would mean, "If you are compelled (to go) a certain dis- 
tance, go twice as far,” and is not far removed from the meaning of sa?. 


5:41.8.3 [Mag n]B. Three of the Coptic versions use the prepositional object pro- 
noun nunaq (mae: ueneq; bo^: nemaq) to convey that the disciple should go 
the second mile with him. Mae? lacks the prepositional object pronoun, per- 
haps because its Greek antecedent (datt¢) has been subsumed in the dynamic 
passive conditional clause ayxaqex; the meaning of the Greek is nonetheless 
conveyed (cf. NRSV). 

Space considerations indicate that mae?'s reconstructed text supports the 
reading in NA?’ against 05's singular reading ëtt G2 between avtob and 800. 


31  Cf.12:11 where again NA?" has the hypothetical statement in the future (8c Ei medBatov £v), 
while mae? presents the statement as a present (NIM gen THNOY riere OYENTEY ENOYECAOY). 
Cf. also 18:21 and 19:28 where mae? has the conditional while NA?" has the future. English 
versions are typically more similar syntactically to mae? than to the Greek in this regard. 

32 Rengstorf 1973; Denis 1987; Lampe 1969. 

33 . Wilmet 1957-1959; Cherix et al. 1992-2002; Forster 2002. 
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5:41.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? differs significantly in its syntax from 
NA?’, having formal correspondence in only two of its four elements, but lack- 
ing formal correspondence with four of NA?"s elements. These differences are 
readily seen in Schenke's retroversion, which is made even more different due 
to his faulty reconstruction (n. 29). If the exact distance of piov is discounted, 
however, the message of mae? corresponds to that of NA7", despite the syntac- 
tical incongruities. The three differences (aykayex, noygaoyTn, and [Mag n]B) 
are all treated in 5:41.a. above. 


5:41.c Textual Analysis. For ayxagex and [naw n]B, cf. 5:41.a.1 and 5:41.a.3. 


Matt 5:42 


NET eri MMAaK Mai neq TeTOYed xi?^ wra [Tk] [unepx ]aoyra unek[e2.] 2/3/85 umag The one who asks 


of you, give to him. The one who would borrow from you, do not turn your face away from him. 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
tQ aitodvti ce "ðóç, mae*: neT eri uua Mai neq sa?: MeTAITEl MOK T Neq 

maet: rnerarri MMAK Mal NEG bo^: $u ETEPETIN MMOK MOI Nàq 
xal mae!: ayw mae?: X 

sa?: ayw 

bo^: oyog 
tov O£Aovro? amd mae?: rerovea) x1 NTA[TK] sa?: NETOYEQ X1 NTATK erievayen 
co0 davicacbat maet: neToyed) XI NTATK bo^: PH eeovoa) ect NTOTK 
y &moctpopfic. mae?: [unepk]aru mnek[2a] 2'a’BAX — sa?: urrpkroq NCABOA MMOK 

HMAQq bo^: uriepraceoq €80À 


maet: uripkoTe urteK2a. PABA MMAqQ 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ =1 mae? + mae! = 3 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = o mae? + boô = o 
mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa? = o 


34 Schenke transcribes this as nerovea)x1 in mae?, but as neroyeg xı in his edition of mae! 
(1981). 
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(cont.) 
NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Unique elements — mae?:1 maet: o sa?: 3 bo^:2 


5:42.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Apart from those discussed summarily in 
1.5, Mae? has no unique features. 


5:42.b Translational Analysis. Mae? lacks formal correspondence with NA?’ at 
four points (two of which are frequently recurring elements; cf. 1.5), and are 
all reflected in Schenke's retroversion. Despite the incongruities, there is no 
difference in meaning between the text of mae? and NA2’. 


5:42.b.1 TÔ 0£Xovct. Cf. 5:40.b which reflects the same phenomenon except in the 
Greek accusative case. 


5:42.5.2 mex gà gaBa). Mae? and mae! complement the negative imperative 
with urtekea.. The idiomatic clause is one possible way to represent the Greek 
verb &roctpégsc8ot (cf. Crum 2005, 647, citing Heb 12:25>°).35 Nonetheless, 
Schenke retroverts the Coptic literally. 


5:42.c. Textual Analysis 


5:42.c.1 Mai. Since Coptic does not reflect tense for the Greek imperative (Plum- 
ley 1977, 149), mae? should not be cited in support of either NA?"'s aorist imper- 
ative óc or the present imperative didov. 


5:42.C.2 rnieroYea) xi. Since the Greek case system is not reflected in Coptic, 
mae? does not reliably attest either NA?"'s accusative case of the substantive 
tov O£Aovto or 05's dative case TH 0£Aovrt. 


35 Baarda suggests that the addition is an attempt “to give expression to the middle &nootpa- 
fic" (2003a, 304) which has no counterpart in Coptic. 
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Matt 5:43 


2aTNCMTM X6 gay[ xac xe e]keuep[u n]ekayeup ayw ekeuecru nek[xex ]u You heard that it was said, 


“You will love your neighbour and you will hate your enemy.” 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
"Hrovoate dtr mae?: gATNCWTM xe gay| xac xe] bo^: apeTeNCcWTEM xe AYXOC xe 
£pp£Ov- maet: exTeTNCOTM XE 2aYXAC XE 
sa?: ATETNCMTM XE AYXOOC XE 
& ^ 2. 1. 
OTN TEL mae: [e]keuep[u] mae!: mepe 


sa?: ekeuepe 


bo^: ekemenpe 


; ; 
TOV rÀrjciov cou 


mae: [n]ekayeup 
bo^: nekaybup 


maet: neTerroyow 


sa?: MeT2ITOYWK 


xai mae?: aya36 
bo^: oyog 
mae! sa?: X 
perjoetc mae?: ekeuecra mae!: uecre 
bo^: ekeuecre sa?: uruecrTe 
x02 1 2. 9. 
TOV &yOpóv cov. mae?: nex[ xex]H sa?: NEKXAXE 


maet; nexxexe 
bo^: nekxaxi 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ =1 mae? + mae! = o 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? =1 mae? + bo^- 3 

mae? + sa? + bo4=1 mae? + sa? = 0 
Unique elements mae?: o mae!: 2 sa?: 2 bo^:i 


6 While mae? is apt to lack representation of xai, in this case it represents xai, while two of 
3 P P P 


the versions do not. 
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5:43.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? has no unique readings. Where mae? 
does not agree with all three of the other versions, it agrees most with bo^. 


5:43.b Translational Analysis. Mae?'s syntax and vocabulary in this verse corre- 
spond formally with NA?7.37 


5:43.c Textual Analysis. NA?” indicates no textual variation in this verse. 
Matt 5:44 


anak e@ [xc] MMac NHTN xe mepi neruxax[uov] [ros]e exen u[ernu]ur NcwTN J myself say to 


you, love your enemies. Pray for the ones persecuting you. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
¿yù dé mae?: aNak 

bo^: anok 

maet: anak AE mae?: ew 


sa9: ANOK AE 


Aéyw duty: àyanâĝte mae: [txa] nuc NHTN xe MEPL 
TOUS ExOpod¢ Lav ueruxa x [uov] 
pi sa?: TXW MMOC NHTN Xe MEPE 
NETNAINXECYE 
mael: FXO NMAC NHTN Xe Mepe —— 
NETNXAXHOY AYW 
bo^: TXO MMOC NMTEN XE MENPE 


NETENXAXI OYO? 


npoccúyecðe ómép mae: [TwB]e exen sa?: NTETNQAHA EXN 
maet: TogB exu 
bo^: rog? EXEN 


37 Although Schenke retroverts qXov for mae?'s srp, he concedes in a footnote that the 
Vorlage may well have read nànoiov (2001, 280). 
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N. [A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


TOV ÕLWXÓVTWV 


mae?: u[ern]uv 
sa?: NETTIHT 


maet: NETAOWTE 


bo^: un ercoxi 


bas, mae?: NCWTN mae}: MMOTN 
sa?: NCATHYTN 
bo^: nca onnoy 
X mae? sa? bo^: X maet: cMoye euercegove EPOTN. api 


Number of mae? 


common elements 


mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 
mae? + mae! + sa? = o 
mae? + sa? + bo^- 2 


NMETNANOYY NNETMACTE MMOTN. 


mae? + mae! = 0 
mae? + bo^- 1 
mae? + sa?- 2 


Unique elements 


mae?:1 mae!: 2 sa?: o bo^: o 


5:44.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Seven of the first eight words in mae? are 
identical to the other three versions, except for dialectal considerations. Its 
remaining four words are similar to the readings in one or more ofthe versions, 
as well. The sole unique feature in mae? is the use of the inflected modifier eo 


(cf. 5:39.a.1). 


5:44.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? formally represents the syntax and 
vocabulary of NA?". 


5:44.c Textual Analysis. Mae? (with sa? and bo^), against mael, attests the 
shorter reading in NA?" (01 03 f!) which lacks the injunction for Jesus’ followers 
to bless those who curse them, to do good to those who hate them, and to pray 
for those who spitefully use them. 
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Matt 5:45 


xec erne|[(e)p]aoupu [u][ner]uior ere[en] uMHOYH qraova uneqpe EXN n[1.] [rae ]oc men [ns a1]koc 


qTaoya RrieqgoB exn ntA[r][ka10c] un ni[peq]epNasy So that you will be children of your Father in 


heaven. He sends his sun upon the good and the unjust. He sends his rain upon the just and sinners. 


N A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


ÖTWÇ 


mae?: kec38 
maet: xekec 


sa?: xeKac 


bo^: ena 


yévyoðe viol tod 
TATPOS La TOÔ £v 


mae”: erue[(e)p]aupu [u][ner]uio 


eTe[en] umova 


sa?: ererweayorne 


bo^: NTETENEPQHPI MNETEMOT 


ovpavoic, mae!: ererueepa)Hpe MIIETNIOT ETON suus n nena 
MITHOYE 
sa?: NPE MNETNEIMT ETEN MrtH Ye 
ott mae!: xe mae?: X 
sa?: xe 
bo^: xe 


od +n 
TOV HAtov avtod 
avateMet 


pu mm puduit tei guid 
bo^: uneqpu 

ee s DERE RUN PREDA 
sa?: neqpu 

m ee ueri MeL ii OSEE 
sa?: aa 

bo^: aaa 


mae?: qTaoya 
maet: gjaqrTe 
sa?: qrpe 

bo^: eqepo 


mae?: X 


38 . Sa?andmae!read xexacand xexec, respectively. Mae? has the shorter form «ec; the longer 


form never occurs in mae?. In the intraversional analysis, xec is assessed as a dialectal 


difference. 
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N. [A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


&ri movnpovs 


mae?: exu y[ia][raeoc] 
mael: exu niraeoc 


sa: exu Naraeoc 


bo^: exen nicaMneTewoy 


xal àyaðoúç mae!: MN NITIONHPOC mae?: Men [uis A1]koc 
sa?: MN MMIONHPOC bo^: neu nicaMneenaney 
xal mae!: ayw mae?: X 
sa?: aya 
bo^: oyog 
Boeyet mae?: qTaoya 
maet: yeoB 
sa?: qwoy 
bo^: ey@oy 
mae?: nrieqgoB 
emt Succutoug mae?: exu nia [i] [xkaoc] bo^: exen nouni 
mael: EXN NLAIKAIOC 
sa9: EXN NAIKAIOC 
xal &dixous. mael: MN NIpegepXINGANC mae?: yn ni[peq]epnasn 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


Sa?: MN NPEYXINGONC 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = o 
mae? + mae! + sa? = 3 
mae? + sa? + boô = o 


bo^: nem Niox1 


mae? + mae! =1 
mae? + bo4=1 
mae? + sa? = 0 


Unique elements 


mae?: 8 mael: 2 sa?:4 


bo^:8 


5:45.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? has seven words in common with 
two or three of the other versions, respectively. When in agreement with only 


one version, mae? is slightly closer to mael. 


5:45.a.1 ött. Mae? does not include xe in introducing the phrase about God's 
universal grace, although xe usually does represent 6tu. In this case, 6t1 carries 
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the explanatory sense often conveyed by yée, which might explain mae?'s 
avoidance of xe here. The Greek construction where explanatory 6t1 follows the 
subjunctive (önwç yévnoðe) is rare in Matthew; it occurs only here and in 23:10 
where the other Coptic versions use rap instead of xe, but is unfortunately not 
extant in mae?.39 


5:45.0.2 QTaoya ... qTaoya. The Greek puts Jesus’ saying about God's gracious 
provision of sun and rain for both good and bad people into an imperfect 
parallel. The first part contains a verb and an object conveying that God raises 
up his sun (tov Mov adtod &vatéň et), but the second part uses only the verb 
Bpéxet which entails no object. 

More formally than mae?, the other Coptic versions reflect both the verb and 
object of the first line, as well as the verb without the object of the second line. 
On the other hand, mae?’s finite verb corresponds more closely with NA?’ than 
the other three, since they use the causal infinitive in the first line (he causes 
his sun to shine). Moreover, with Taoya, mae? strengthens its correspondence 
with NA?’ in that &vatéňM sı is not a verb of luminosity but of motion.*? Indeed, 
mae? twice uses Taoya in regard to God sending both sun and rain. This 
serves to complete the imperfect parallelism of the two Greek lines, since 
mae?'s rendering includes verb and object in both, although it decreases mae?'s 
syntactical correspondence to NA?" 


5:45.b Translational Analysis. Despite substantial differences, mae? nonetheless 
conveys a meaning which comports with NA?". For xe and qraova ... qraova, 
cf. 5:45.a.1 and 5:45.a.2. 

The reading u[1][rae]oc men [nz-A1]koc ... a [1][k&a10c] UN NI[ peq]epNaBu 
deserves special attention. Where NA?" has the two word pairings movynpous 
and dyo8o)c, and Stxaioug and ddixous, the four Coptic versions use a total of 
ten different words, including the four loanwords. Not only do the words differ 
from one another six times, they also disagree in word order for the virtuous 
and the non-virtuous: 


39 Cf. NIV, etc. See also the formulaic “Woe to you scribes and Pharisees, ... for ...” (23:[13], 15, 
25, 27, 29) where xe also is unrepresented. 
40 This point was suggested to me by P.J. Williams. 
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First pair Second pair Order^! 
NA?'  movrpooc &yaðovç 8uxattouc adixous -+ +- 
Mae? yfia][rao]oc [naa]Koc nia[i]Kaioc mi[peq]epnasn +- +- 
Mae! miaraeoc NITIONHPOC NLAIKAIOC NIpegepxINGaNC +- +- 
Sa? NIATAOOC MIIONHPOC NAIKAIOC NPEQXINGONC +- +- 
Bo“  micamneTewoy — WicAMTICOANEY NIOMHI NIOXI -+ +- 
e 


Mae? differs formally in vocabulary from NA?” and in word order. 

Schenke retroverts these word pairings slavishly. He claimed that the large 
number of loanwords which are not otherwise found in the critical Greek text 
of Matthew's Gospel is one of the features which constitutes the essential 
heterogeneity of mae"'s text (2001, 30). As Emmenegger (2007, 99) and Metzger 
(1976, 307) have argued, however, use of a loanword in Coptic is no guarantee 
that it reflects the corresponding word in the Greek Vorlage.*? 

Regarding the word order for the virtuous and for the non-virtuous, only bo^ 
corresponds to NA2’. One of the six explanations for word order inversion in 
translation documented by Williams is that "there may be a natural or preferred 
order which is consciously or subconsciously used by [the translator]" (2004, 
211). This phenomenon is attested in modern English Bibles for this verse (e.g., 
CEV). 

Regardless of these formal differences, mae? is similar to NA?" in that it 
depicts God graciously providing both sun and rain to both morally good and 
morally bad people. 


5:45.c Textual Analysis. The lack of xe in Mae? should not be taken as support 
for NA?"s étt against the poorly attested öotıç (1573). 


41 The marks + and - signify the virtuous and the non-virtuous, respectively. 
42 See further Askeland's mature and nuanced analysis (2012a, 57-60 and174—176). 
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Matt 5:46 


enn ATeTMMEPH [NNET]MHI uu[oyru] MMETH: OY ne nerusek [a ovxi ui]kerexo[uuc ceip]u unei Jf 


you love the ones loving you only, what is your reward? Do not even the tax collectors do this? 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
¿dv mae?: eayorin sa?: X 
maet: eayorie 
bo^: eyon 
yao mael: rap mae?: X 
sa?: rap? 
bo^: rap 
dyanhonte mae?: ATETMMEPH bo^: wrereuueupe 


maet: ATETNMEPPE 


sa?: ereTNaanuepe*4 


TOUS AYANÕVTAÇ 
bas, 


mae?: [NNeT]MHI MM[@TN] iueru: 


maet: NETMHIE MMOTN MMETE 


sa?: uerue ... uuorrut5 


bo^: nu comet uucreu 


xiva pITÂÒV ËXETE; 


maet: eq) rie 
sa?: aq rie 


mae?: reruBek[u] 


bo^: riereuBexe 


mae?: oy ne 


maet: neTNBEKH NOYA 


sa?: METNBEKE ETEYNTHTNG 


43 Sa? postpones rap to the penultimate word of the clause, while mae! and bo^ put it in the 


second position. 


44 Sa? has the long form of the conditional: ererugjanuepe. 


45 The ellipsis represents rap; cf. n. 43. 


SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 5:38-6:18 69 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
NDS 3f ^ 2. o 9. 

oùyÌ xal oi teA@vaut mae?: [oyx1 m]kererw[nuc ceip]u sa?: NTENWNHC 

“to adto” ToroÎotyv; nei 


mael: oYxi NKETEAWNHC ceeipe MTEL bo^: nikeTex@nuc 


sa?: NTOOY E 
bo^: ewoy 


sa?: eipe AN NTEIZE 


bo^: aayipi unaiput 
9 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 mae? + mae! = 2 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? =1 mae? + bo^- 1 

mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa9 = 0 
Unique elements mae?: 2 mael:1 sa?:5 bo^:4 


5:46.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. While each of the four versions has 
unique renderings, two or three ofthe versions agree in most ofthe individual 
elements. At the six points where its text is not similar to two or three of the 
other translations, mae? is similarto mae!. The one noteworthy unique element 
in mae? is its use ofthe generic interrogative specifier oy, while the other Coptic 
versions use the interrogative specifier aq (maet: eq); cf. Layton 2004, 54). 


5:46.b Translational Analysis. Mae? has a text which accords well with NA?" in 
its meaning. Two elements, however, need comment. 


5:46.6.1 uMeTu. With mae!, mae? includes uueru, explicating that there is no 
reward for those who only love reciprocally. A corresponding word is lacking in 
all known Greek witnesses, but is present in the following verse throughout the 
tradition; Schenke includes póvov in his retroversion. Mae! has an occurrence 
of uueru in 2012 where NA?’ again lacks a corresponding adverb, and Schenke 
has reconstructed mae? similarly. A possible explanation is that adding the 
explicative uueru was so natural in this context that two translators produced 
the same reading independently.^$ Regardless, the presence of uueru merely 
explicates what is implied by the Greek. 


46 This is the case for many modern translations; for English, e.g. CEV NLT. 
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5:46.b.2 Mni this. Cf. 5:46.c. 


5:46.c Textual Analysis. Despite NA?" citing mae! in support of todto, elliptical 
"riei does not occur frequently enough in either mae? or mae! (5:46, [47]) to 
determine its Greek Vorlage. Thus, the two Middle Egyptian manuscripts are 
not reliable witnesses to NA?"'s tò aùtó, or to TobT9, or to obtoc, especially given 
mae?'s tendency to translate informally and without perceptible consistency. 


Matt 5:47 
earn aTeT[nac] [nacu] ,, er[6 or 7 letters o]v xu ne [neeova ea perenipu] [un2.]q ovx: [nixe- 


ee]euikoc [ecov aja povipu unei) Ifyou salute ... what more is it that you are wont to do? Are not even 
the Gentiles themselves wont to do this? 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
xal maet: ayw mae?: X 
sa?: ayw 
bo^: oyog 
¿dv mae?: ewon sa9: X 
maet: eayorie 
bo^: eyon 
&onáonoðe mae: atet[Nac] [nacu] bo^: wrerengyen 
maet: aTnacttaze bo^: roroY 


sa?: ereruaya acta z et? 


tous "adeApods maet: NNETNCNHOY sa?: NNETNEPHY 
buav4s bo^: nneTencnHoy 
póvov, sa?: MMaTE maet: oyacy 


bo^: uu2 YA TOY 


47 Sa? has the long form ofthe conditional: ererugjanacnaze. 
48 Mae? is lacunose here, for which Schenke reconstructs unet[encan]. 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Tİ reptooóv maet: oy ne mae?: [o]v xu ne 
sa?: oy ne bo^: oy 
mae?: ne [neeova.] bo^: u-uer-2oyo*? 
maet: ne negoya 
sa?: ne negovo 
TLOLELTE; maet: ererueipe MMAYq mae?: [eqapetenipy] [uua.]a 


sa?: ererueipe MMOY 


bo^: erenenipt MMOY 


re ee eer , 
oùyi xai oi "£Ovuxot 


maet: ukegeenoc 
sa?: uKkegeeenuoc 


bo^: nkegconoc 


mae?: [ewoy] 
maet: woy 
bo^: ewoy 


mae”: oxi [ukeee]enukoc 


sa?: NTOOY 


2d eto? Soy: 
TO AUTO TOLOVOLV; 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


mae?: [@apoyipx mnei] 
bo^: @ayipt unaiput 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = 2 
mae? + mae! + sa9 = 2 


mae? + sa? + boô = o 


maet: ceeipe uriei 
sa?: eipe 


sa?: aN mmal 


mae? « mae! - o 
mae? + bo^- 1 


mae? + sa? = o 


Unique elements 


mae?: 4 mae!: 2 sa?:5 


bo^:5 


5:47.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? presents a text comparable to the 


other Coptic versions, although three elements require explanation. 


5:47.0.1 XR. Mae? uniquely includes the inferential particle xu in the interroga- 


tive construction oy xu ne. Mae?'s use of xu (Sahidic: 6€) is similar to that of Ae 


49 Boô differs from the other versions not only in its use of the preposition u-, but also in its 


plural determinator. 
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(cf. 17:27; 25:5), although often it lacks any corresponding particle in the Greek 
(5:47; 12:12; 17:17; 18:33; 19:20; 23:31; 26:45; 27:4). The other Coptic versions some- 
times use the particle as well (12:1259; 17:17™#el, 27mael sa9: 19:59 mael: 96:45°°), 


5:47.0.2 [eTqaperenipu]. Assuming my reconstruction,?? mae? uniquely uses 
the aorist, with the relative converter. This is in keeping with the translator's 
tendency. Of the 39 instances where mae? uses the conditional in the prota- 
sis, the relative conversion by itself is otherwise never used in the apodosis, 
as Schenke reconstructed the text; indeed, even in the other Coptic versions of 
Matthew's Gospel, the only such occurrence ofthe relative converter by itself is 
in this verse. Alternatively, consonant with the above reconstruction, the Cop- 
tic versions unanimously use the aorist in five of the seven other conditional 
sentences in mae? where the Greek uses the present in the apodosis.*! Thus, 
mae?'s aorist is a typical way to translate this sentence into Coptic. 


5:47.0.3 ovx1. Mae? is the sole version to formally represent NA?"s negative 
interrogative oyx1. Two of the other Coptic versions convert the rhetorical 
question into a positive assertion, while sa? uses an.5? 


5:47.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. There are two syntactical incongruities 
between mae? and NA7, neither of which interfere with the meaning. For xu 
and eagjapereuipu, cf. 5:47.a.1 and 5:47.a.2, respectively. 


5:47.c Textual Analysis 


5:47.C.1 &8eAgovs. Mae? should not be cited as a witness for either NA?" reading 
&deAgotc or for the majority's gtAous, since it is lacunose at the critical point in 
the manuscript. 


5:47.C.2 [wikege]onixoc. Mae? supports NA?"s reading of é6vixoi (01 03 05 035 f! 
33 892 12411424) against TeA@vat (019 032 038 fB M). 


50 X Schenke’s reconstruction [neeova erereuipu mua ]q appears to be three to five letters short. 
The reconstruction erereuipu agrees with the other three versions. Alternatively, the aorist 
(cf. 24:32), or better, the relative aorist erajapereuipa comports well with Coptic usage 
elsewhere in Matthew (cf. above), and fits the space better. Ultimately, since the lacuna is 
so large, about 6.5 centimetres, the reconstruction must remain a mere possibility. 

51  Cf12:25a, 43a, 44; 18:13; 24:32. The two exceptions are in 5:46 where all the Coptic versions 
use the nominal predicate, and in 24:33 where they all use the imperative. 

52 See Askeland’s disccussion of amelioration (2012a 39). 
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5:47.c.3 [mnei] Cf. 5:46.c. 


Matt 5:48 


woan [3-5 letters] [wr]eu net[Ni@T 12-16 letters ]9? Be [perfect] as your Father in heaven is perfect. 


The lacunose nature of this passage does not allow a proper assessment of the 
text or translation, although those words which do survive, monn ... [ur]eu 
tiet[Ni@T], are consonant with the other Coptic manuscripts and with NA?" 


(cf. 1.5). 


Matt 6:1 


[te][THTN ep]@Tn [15-25 letters une] [uta ]>+ Nen[p]ou[ ny 12-18 letters] uMenretn [5e]ku uu[e]o[v 
3-5 letters u]net[Niwt eren umHoyYH] Take heed... before men... you have no reward from your Father 


in heaven. 
NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
IIpocéyece [8£] mae?: [te ][THTN] bo^: uageuTen 


mael: +2THTN 


sa?: teTHTN 


mae?: [ep]avru 


maet: eporu 


53 Schenke reconstructed mae? without the phrase for in heaven: ayonu [wrexoc] [nN] Ten 
ner[euiar ovrexoc ne], presumably due to space considerations. However, there seems to 
be sufficient space to read aannu [3—5 letters] [wr]eu ner[wior eren mnu ovrexoc], espe- 
cially since it occurs in the portion of the leaf where the scribe seems to extend the right 
margin by perhaps a letter or two. Because of Schenke's misplacement of the fragments, 
he did nothave the benefit ofthe flexible right margin, and he may have based his approx- 
imation upon the longest orthographies possible (viz. [u]ner[euiar ereen unmovu]). 

54 Alternatively, [uneura e][&2^] is possible. Regardless of the precise reconstruction, mae? 
probably conveyed "before men." 
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(cont) 
NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
THY "Bocottocóvrv maet: érueipe?6 
op v uý rotetv95 sa?: eruaaq 
bo^: unepaiq 
mael: NTETN-€X€HMOCYNH 
sa?: enerut 
bo^: eneTenTaio 
£yrpocOev TOV mael: MIEMTA EBAA NNPOME bo^: urieueo NNIP@MI 
avOpamwv>” sa?: MMEMTO EBON NNEPWME 
Tóc TO Ocafvou mae! bo^: X sa?: xekac 
adtots-58 maet: en TpoYNe EpOTN sa?: eveuaY EPTN 


bo^: eopoynay epoyreu 


el 8£ uý ye, 99 maet: eman 
sa?: egyorie MMON 
bo^:X 


55 Mae? is not extant. 

56 The Coptic word order is not reflected in the chart. Representation of ph motetv is shown 
in the upper row of the last column, while representation of thv Sixatoctvyy bya is given 
in the lower cell. Mae! is the only version in which the verb precedes the complement. 

57 Depending on the reconstruction (cf. n. 53), mae? could be similar to the reading of mae! 
(sa9) or bo^. 

58 | Mae?is not extant. 

59 Mae? is not extant. 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 

05v oix ë 2: 
ptc 60v obx £yexe mae?: uMenTeTN [se]ku uu[e]o[v 
TAPÀ TH TATPL ouv 3—5 letters «]ner [uic T ere 
xà £y “Tots obpatvoic. umHoyn |®° 


mael: MMNTETN BEKH MME NTN 
NETNIOT ETN MTHOYE 

S3?: MNTHTN BEKE MMAY Nà2PM 
METNEIMT €T?N MTHYE 

bo^: MMONTETEN Bexe MMaY NTOTY 


MMETENIMT erben nipuoyı 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ = o mae? + mae! = 1 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = 2 mae? + boô = o 

mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa? = o 
Unique elements | mae?:1 mae!: 6 sa?: 6 bo^: 7 


6:1.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. The Coptic versions differ syntactically at 
many points, perhaps reflecting some difficulty in representing the Greek. They 
nonetheless convey the same message. Mae? is largely lacunose in this verse, 
but may not differ from the other versions. 


6:1.6 Translational Analysis. Mae?'s preserved text conveys a meaning that cor- 
responds to the Greek of NA?". 


6:1.c Textual Analysis 


6:1.c.1[8¢]. Mae? cannot testify to NA?"s inclusion of 5¢ or its exclusion, for mae? 
so frequently gives no representation to dé (cf. 1.5). 


6:.c.2 Stxatogbvyv. Due to the lacuna, mae? cannot reliably support either 
NA?"'s dtxatogbvyy or &er uocovwy. 


6:1.c.3 tots. Not only because the text is lacunose, but also because Coptic is not 


a reliable indicator of the Greek article (cf. 1.5), mae? should not be cited in 
support of the presence of NA7"s «otc, or its absence. 


60 Mae? could be reconstructed similarly to any of the other three versions. 
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Matt 6:2 


[eoT]an ax[i exneepu] wrexe[^e]unoc[ yug uniepco»] [m]cn exTexe[n nTen nniJevnokprr[uc @ayipH 
wreieu] [ge] nicynar@[ry Me]N nieip eii [c eyexiaoy eg] [n]nennmTa NP[MUH 2]aMHN Tx Mu[ac 
NHTN x€ gaya] [e] vx1 nineovseku: Whenever you go to do your charitable deed, do not trumpet before 
you as the hypocrites. They are wont to do such in the synagogues and streets so that they will receive 


glory before men. Truly I say to you that already they have received their reward. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
"Ocay mae”: [goT]an 
sa?: 20TAN 
mU ae mae gen aa 
bo^: eyon 
00v maet: oyn mae?: X 
sa9:6! ge 
bo^: oyn 
Totf)c mae”: ax[i] 
maet: axi 
UT E CE 
et i : Ran EEEE Euge o PASOS 
bo^: exnaipt sa?: kanepe 
¿denpocúvyy, mae”: ureke[^e]uuoc[vuu] 
mae! NOYEAECHMOCYNH 
sa?: NOYMNTNA 
bo^: noymeonanT 
y) ca tioyc mae”: [unepcaA][ru]cu sa?: IPQ 
maet: unp'caAmze bo^: unepea® 
E E 
E 


61 


62 


Sahidic regularly uses ce where the other Coptic versions use oyn, and so is considered a 
dialectal difference for statistical purposes. 
Bo^ is in the prenominal state, with Tan as its object. 


SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 5:38-6:18 


77 


N [A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


Éynpoc0Év cov, 
Qomep 


mae?: exreke[u nTen] 
maet: exirekge NOH 


sa?: ex Tek?H NOE 


bo^: paxok mọput 


ol órtoxpicari 


mae?: [uni]Jevnokprr[uc ajayipu] 


sa?: erepe N-2YTIOKpITHC eipeo3 


Toto0cty maet: NNIZYTIOKPITHC aya eipe bo^: eroypa 
bo^: uxe 
bo^: niqosıs4 

X mae? sa? bo^: X mael: rap 

X mae?: ureieu 

mael: ureiga 
sa?: mmoc®5 
bo^: nuoc 

év mae?: [ee]u sa?: epa1 en®& 

mael: en 
bo^: peu 


toc cuvoryoyotic 


mae?: nicynar@|[ry]®7 
bo^: nicynar@ru 


mael: ncynar@ru 


sa?: NCYNAr@rH 


mae”: [ue]u 
mae: uu 


bo^: nem 


sa?: ayw 


63 Additionally, sa? is the only version that lacks the preposition n-. 


64 Bo^ reads eroypa MMOC NXE NIQOBI. 


65 Sa? and bo^ position the complement uuoc differently. 


66 Sa? uses combinative adverb epai en (cf. Layton 2004, 165). 


67  Thisis the affective demonstrative (cf. Layton 2004, 48—49). 
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(cont.) 

NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
£v Tatts Goptotc, mae?: ngiP sa?: opal 2N NeIP 

maet ugip bo^: tia ropa. 
ÖTWÇ mae?: eina [c]98 

bo^: èma 

maet: xekec 

sa?: Xekac 
SoEacb@aw bd THV mae?: [evexiaoy]9? bo^: ncetwoy 
&vOpcamrov- maet: evexiaY 


sa?: evexi eeov 


mae”: [esai] 


maet: eBar 
sa?: €BOX 
Cu uu quU a ai pus ———————— 
uu m a a a ae er ANE a 
cu ee o "—Á—— es nn s 3m —€——— 
sa?: erroorov NNPMME bo^: upoout 
aunt Aéyeo duty, mae?: [e]annn txo MM[ac NHTN xe boô: aMHN TXW MMOC NOTEN xe 
&mÉyoUcty TÒV gaya] [e] vx uneoyBeKH AYKHN €YGl MNOYBEXE 
piobòv otv. maet: gauun TXW MMAC NHTN XE 


2ayoYW €YX1 MTEYBEKH 
sa?: eAMHN TX) MMOC NHTN XE 


AYOYO €YX1 MrieYBeke 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ = 2 mae? + mae! = 5 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = 6 mae? + bo^ = 3 

mae? + sa? + bo^ =1 mae? + sa? - 1 
Unique elements — mae?:4 maet: 3 sa?: 9 bo^: 13 


68 . Bo^ has gw, but mae? consistently uses emac. 
69 The conjunctive, used in bo^, would also be a reasonable reconstruction for mae’, reading 


ucexiaoy. Thus, the reconstruction must remain tentative. 
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6:2.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Despite many differences, the four ver- 
sions convey the same meaning, except perhaps for bo^'s maropa for NA?"s 
&y tals PYpats, which Horner translates “market places.” Together, they have 28 
unique features, four of which belong to mae?. Given the considerable agree- 
ment between mae? and the other versions, and the large number of unique 
elements in sa? and bo^, this verse especially casts doubts on Schenke's char- 
acterisation of mae? as entirely heterogeneous. 

Mae? has two noteworthy differences. First, as often in Coptic translation, 
the possessive article and personal intermediate are used in mae? for NA?"s 
anarthrous éAeynuoobvynv (Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233-237). Secondly, 
mae? has unenuTa where NA?’ has nó, conveying the locus of one's glorifica- 
tion as being before people. This contrasts with the Greek, maet, and sa? which 
convey the agents of glorification as being the people themselves (bró; cf. ert 
and erroorov in mae! and sa? respectively).”° Although mae?’s translation is 
not a precise rendering of NA’, it probably is close enough that an alternative 
Vorlage is not necessary (cf. Schenke’s retroversion £urpoc6ev). 


6:2.6 Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. There are five elements in mae? which do 
not correspond formally with NA?”. Two reflect normal Coptic conventions, 
and one is in keeping with the translator's habits. None of the incongruities 
affects meaning. 


6:2.6.1 ax[i exneepu]. Assuming the reconstruction, mae? and mae! both share 
the periphrastic conditional reading axi exneepu. In the Middle Egyptian ver- 
sions, the periphrastic conditional i introduces the acts of giving alms (6:272e! 
mae2). praying (6:5maeL 6:7mae2) fasting (6:16,172e2 mael), offering one's gift 
(5:23™e!), and washing one's hands (15:2™°!). Thus, the use of the construc- 
tion seems to reflect normal convention rather than an alternative reading in 
the Vorlage.” 


70 Boô makes mipwui the subject of the verb, rather than a complement. 

71 The conditional often occurs in mae? without the otherwise characteristic -wan- (28 of 54 
occurrences in mae?; mae! does so less frequently). Its occurrence with auxiliary i seems 
to be more prominent in Middle Egyptian than in the other Coptic versions. In an article 
written prior to his analysis of mae?, Schenke expanded Kasser's and Polotsky's earlier dis- 
cussions of the periphrastic construction, including its previously misunderstood occur- 
rences in Sahidic (Schenke 1978, 93-94). For a fuller, more recent discussion, cf. Layton 
2004, 342—343. 
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The main verb exneepu is future, while the Greek is present subjunctive. 
Mae?'s use of the future is not unusual, as suggested by bo^'s exnaipt (in mae?, 
cf. 819; 15:2; 20:4; 24:32). 


6:2.b.2 [wren ... wreieu]. nTen modifies [Mnepcad][m]cu while wreieu modifies 
q@ayipu. Together, they convey the sense that when a person gives alms, he 
should not trumpet *as the hypocrites; they are wont to do so in the syna- 
gogues." The first modifier wreu seems to correspond to NA?”s dore, but no 
Greek word corresponds to the second modifier nteigu. In this simplification of 
the Greek text, wreieu probably functions, however, as a transitive object much 
akin to uuoc with eipe in Sahidic and Bohairic (cf. 19:8), so that there is no need 
for Schenke's retroversion obtoc. 


6:2.6.3 eins. [c]. Where NA?’ has énwe, and sa? and mae! have xexac and xexec, 
respectively, mae? has eiua [c] similarly to bo^ (ewa). This is typical for mae?, in 
that xekec never occurs in mae?, and «ec only occurs once in mae?'s unrecon- 
structed text where NA?’ has önwç. Hence, Schenke's retroversion of eiua [c] as 
tva is unnecessary and pedantic (cf. 6:4, 18; 13:35; 21:34). 


6:2.6.4 Mneunra. Cf. 6:2.a. 


6:2.6.5 xe. All four versions, in accord with Coptic convention, include xe to 
introduce reported discourse (cf. Layton, 423), again making Schenke's retro- 
version 6tt unnecessary and pedantic (on this leaf, cf. 5:39, 44; 6:2, 5, 16). 


6.2.5.6 wreke[Ae ]uuoc[ uu]. Cf. 6.2.a. 


6:2.c Textual Analysis. Since mae? only has the single occurrence of amun, it 
probably attests the single occurrence of àjjy in NA? instead of its double 
occurrence in o1* 13 pc. This is so since mae? has a tendency to double the duny, 
having ten such occurrences without significant corroborating Greek evidence. 
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Matt 6:3 


& 


NTAK: AG EKNEEP T[ekeXeunocy][n]u MTMEPTAMH TEKEBOYP xe OY ne[re rekoviueu] [ip] unaq But as 


for you, when you will do your charitable deed, do not inform your left what it is that your right does. 


N. [A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


aod dé rotoüvcoc 


mae?: NTAK AE 


maet: NTAK AE àKel 


&Aenuocóvyv sa?: NTAK A€ 
bo^: nook ae 
a ae —Á—MÁ————nÓÓ€ ds e — Á—( 
sa?: ekeipe bo^: exnaipi 
mae?: r[ekeXeuuocy][u]u 
mael: nTeKeXCHMOCYNH 
sa?: NOYMNTNA 
bo^: noymeonanT 
P ose ama. 
p voco ý mae!: uripre Tek?BOYP EIME mae?: uriepra un TEK2BOYP 


aplotepa cou 


sa?: MTIPTPE TeK?BOYP EIME 


bo^: urieucpexa. 


bo^: Texxacu 


tl motel yj SeEtd cov, 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


mae?: xe OY 
sa?: xe OY 
bo^: 


mae*: rie 


XE OY 


[re rekovineu] [ip]u umaq 


bo^: ne ere TEKOYINAM ipt MMOY 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = o 
mae? + mae! + sa? = o 
mae? + sa? + bo4=1 


maet: X 


mae’: EMETE TEKOYINEM EIPE MMAY 


sa?: rierepe TEKOYNAM €ipe MMOY 


mae? + mae! = o 
mae? + bo^- 1 
mae? + sa? = 0 


Unique elements 


mae?: 3 mael!: 4 sað: 2 


bo^: 5 


6:3.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. 


While much of the vocabulary is similar, the Coptic versions differ on numerous 


syntactical elements in this short verse. 
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6:3.a.1 ekueep T[ekeXeunocy][u]u. The other three versions use the absolute 
state (maet: epe), while mae? uses the prenominal form (ep), and so lacks the 
mediatory preposition n-. 


6:3.a.2 MttepTaun. Mae? uniquely uses the verb Taun, where the Greek uses 
vat; the other Coptic versions use ewe (bo: eeu). Nonetheless, since the verb 
Taun sometimes translates y1vwoxw (Mark 5:43; Acts 4:24) and is the causative 
of eiue (Crum 2005, 413), it appears to be a contextually sensitive translation of 
Yvotw. 

Mae?'s negative imperative (umep-) corresponds formally to the Greek im- 
perative against the negative jussive in the other Coptic versions. However, 
mae? uniquely uses the second person, for the Coptic imperative does not have 
a third person form to correspond with the Greek’s third person. This further 
explains the selection of the word Tamu which functions well with the second 
person imperative with its object rekesovp. Thus, Schenke's retroversion yvo- 
ptons (imperative) is not justified. 


6:3.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? corresponds in meaning to the text of 
NA7", despite differences between Schenke's retroversion and NA?". 


6:3.b.1 NTak. To compensate the lack of an absolute genitive, all four Coptic 
versions use the personal independent as an extraposited subject where NA?” 
begins the verse with cod 8& notobvtos. Thus, Schenke's retroversion ob 8& rom- 
gwy is pedantic. 


6:3.6.2 exneep. Both mae? and bo^ have the circumstantial future exneep while 
mae! and sa? have the circumstantial present, and NA?’ has the present partici- 
ple. Despite Schenke's retroversion, representation ofthe Greek present partici- 
ple by the Coptic circumstantial future is not uncommon (on the present leaf, 
cf. 5:40; 6:7), and the future tense subtly conveys the hypotheticality of render- 
ing charitable deeds. 


6:3.c Textual Analysis. NA?' cites no variants in this verse. 
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Matt 6:4 


2inac epe rerueAeuno[cyuu ecean] [ge]N MeTeHTH” ayw nekiwr equeov e[paox en rereurrr] eqet 
Nek NTey@eBiwa >—73 so that your charitable acts will be in secret, and your father, seeing you in 


secret, he will certainly give you their reward 


NA?" Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
" oe 
ónac mae*?: ginac 
bo^: eina 
mae: xekec 
sa?: xekac 
53 " 2. 9. 
ý cov mae?: epe ... [eceayomu] sa?: epe ... qane 
&Xenuocóvr* maet: epe TeKeXCHMOCYNH ecegyorie bo^: ure ... gam 


mae?: rerueXeuuo[cyuu] 
mael: TEKENEHMOCYNH 
sa?: TEKMNTNA 


bo^: rekueenauT 


£y tQ xpumtQ- xoló | mae?: [ee]u nereurn ayw nekioT sa?: oN OYtteeurt AYW NEKEIWT 
TATP TOV maet: em neTeHNT ayW riekeioT 


bo^: pen riereun oyog niekioT 


ó BAénv maet: ercoagyr mae?: equeov 
sa?: eTewayT bo^: eeuaY 
mae”: e[pax] 
sa?: epox 


mae! sa?: X 


£y TH xpun tà mae?: [en nereurr] sa?: eu nneonn 
maet: eu neTent 


bo^: peu neren 


72 Schenke writes, “-eutTm] sic! Metathese von r und n” (2001, 36). 
73 The non-textual markings occur centred on the last line of the leaf. 
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(cont.) 
NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Támo8Qcst cot". mae?: eget nex maet: eyeToyia NEK 
bo^: eget Nak sa?: qNAT@OBE Nak 
mae! sa? bo^: X mae?: &revayesiD 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ = 2 mae? + mae! - 1 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = o mae? + bo^ = 2 
mae? + sa? + bo^ - 1 mae? + sa? - 1 
Unique elements — mae?:3 mae!: 2 sa?: 5 bo^: 3 


6:4.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? has three unique features, and is most 
similar to bo^ when not in agreement with the other versions. 


6:4.a.1 TEeTNEAGHMO[CYNH]. Mae? reads TeTNerenno[cynuy], using the plural inter- 
mediate, instead of the singular as found in the other Coptic versions and the 
Greek. Mae?’s incongruity in grammatical number can also be seen in 6:7,16. On 
this leaf, there are over 80 indicators of grammatical number in the second per- 
son, alternating frequently between the singular and the plural. The first four 
verses of chapter 6 are in the singular in NA?’, switching to the plural in v. 5, 
although most manuscripts continue with the singular up to v. 6. Thus, assum- 
ing NA?"s plural in v. 5, mae?'s plural in v. 4 anticipates the change to plural, 
whether by accident or by design. 


6:4.a.2 eqneoy. Where NA?” has the present attributive participle 6 BAérov, three 
of the Coptic versions use the relative form, while mae? has the circumstantial. 
Despite Schenke's retroversion with the finite verb BAénet, mae?'s representa- 
tion of the attributive participle as a circumstantial is not unusual. Indeed, 
mae? also avoids the relative in the other two formulaic parallels in 6:6, 18 
against NA?”s 6 BAérov, reinforcing that Coptic is not a reliable witness to the 
Greek participle (Plumley 1977, 151). In this case, there is hardly any difference 
between mae?'s circumstantial nexi@t equeov and the relative in the other ver- 
sions. 


6:4.a.3 Wrevapesi». Although eqet Nex irrevajesi in mae? differs from the other 
Coptic versions, it reflects an accurate understanding of the Greek. The clause 
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implies a parity between what is given as alms and the Father's recompense, 
since asia, as Crum indicates, refers to “giving the like" and to “requite” when 
expressed in its compound form (2005, 552); it also alleviates the potential 
ambiguity in polysemous + as found in bo^. 

More strikingly, the possessive article and second person intermediate in 
&reyaeaio literally read, "Your Father ... will certainly give you their reward.” 
This may be a deficiency in the translation or a scribal error in which the exem- 
plar had nrexqesiw. Otherwise, the antecedent is ambiguous, if not missing. Its 
nearest possible antecedent is two verses previous, where the sum total of the 
hypocrites’ reward was public praise from men. If this were the antecedent, the 
message would seem to conflict with the denigration of vainglory compared 
with the Father's qualitatively superior reward. Since this last point would be 
true for both Coptic and Greek, Schenke's retroversion which suggests that the 
inconcinnity goes back to the Vorlage is not likely. 


6:4.b Translational Analysis. In addition to the two elements discussed in 6:4.a.1 
and 6:4.a.3, mae? has three other elements needing comment. 


6:4.b.1 einac. Cf. 6:2.5.3. 


6:4.b.2 epe... [eceayor]. The reconstruction of mae?'s initial verb as an optative 
is not an unusual way to represent the Greek present subjunctive, as attested 
by all four versions. Layton notes that the optative following xe(kaac) “forms 
the usual expression of purpose" (2004, 264). This is the case in 6:4, although 
mae? often uses ginac where Sahidic uses xe(kaac).7* 


6:4.6.3 ¢[ pax]. Where NA?” lacks an object in the phrase ó BAérto &v TO xpurtà, 
mae? and sa? both supply the complement epax (sa?: epox). In the formulaic 
parallels in 6:6 and 18, mae! also reads with mae? and sa? in supplying the 
complement, suggesting that its use in Coptic probably reflects a concession 
to the receptor language. Thus, Schenke's retroversion ce is pedantic. 


74 The variability in representation of the present subjunctive is striking in mae?. It uses 11 
different tense forms in the 18 occurrences of NA?" present subjunctive which are extant 
in mae?, all of which have but one, two, or three total occurrences; cf. Plumley 1977, 149. 
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6:4.c Textual Analysis. 


6:4.c.1 epe TETNEAGHMO| CYNH ecegyoorm |. Since placement of the noun and verb is 
much more fixed in Coptic than Greek, and since placement of the possessive 
article and pronominal intermediate is not variable in Coptic, mae? is not a 
reliable indicator of word order for the variants in this verse (Kreinecker 2008, 
141; Plumley 1977, 143). Thus, despite Schenke's retroversion (ý éAenuoabtvy cou 
7), mae? should not be cited in support of NA?"s placement of the verb in the 
first position ( cov ġ éAenpootvy), or in the last position in o1 (| cov éAenpootwy 


E 


3)) and 05 (7, éAenuootvy cov 7). 


6:4.c.2 avt6¢. Mae? probably does not give representation to intensive aùtóç, for 
there is insufficient space for anything more in the lacuna than e[pax en nereu- 
rrr]. The absence, however, of its formal representation does not imply mae?'s 
support for its absence in NA’, for mae? gives representation to intensive abtd¢ 
in only three of NA?"s seven occurrences that are extant in mae?. 


6:4.c.3 ¿v TH qavepó. Mae? and the other Coptic versions attest NA?"s lack of ¿v 
TH pavepĝ (01 03 05 035 f! 1?) against 019 032 038 0250 W. 


Matt 6:5 


[12.5cm?5]g [onu] [N] Tex n[mn]evnokp[rr]uc eqayu[HoyH NT]ay xe [esai] [ee] neeova. nneycexn 
eqayc[@tem e]paoy e» [wuun] [t]xw umac NHTN xe gaya evxi BeK[H] Whenever you go to pray, do 
not be as the hypocrites who are wont to think that in the excess of their words they are wont to be 


heard. Truly I say to you that they have already received (a) reward. 


NA?” Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Kai7é mae! X 

sa9: ae”? 

bo^: oyog 


75 The formulaic parallels in vv. 2 and 16 would suggest a conditional form, perhaps gotan 
xTeTWi eTeTNTIpoceyxH or possibly eoraw aTenq@ani ererunpoceyxu, both of which fit 
reasonably well (the x very well may have been a x). Either reconstruction would produce 
a similar English translation. 

76 Mae isnot extant. 

77 . Sa*::ererue Ae. 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
ötav maet: ATETNQANEI 
“moocebynave,’8 sa?: ererue 

bo^: ewan 


mae!: ereruenpoceyxe 
sa?: eTETNAGAHA 


bo^: eperennaTwse 


ovx Ecec0c^79 maet: unpaore 
sa?: NNETNQONE 


bo^: nneTenep 


w¢ ol Omoxpttat, mae?: [nN] Tex u[ni]evnokp[trr]uc bo^: mọput nnion 
mae!: NOH NNIZYTIOKPITHC 


sa?: NOE NNI? Yriokprruc 


&u mae! sa? bo^: xe mae?: X 


X mae! sa? bo^: X mae?: egaxu[uovu NT]ay xe 
[eBar] [ee] Megoya nneycexn 


eaayc[ mem €]paoy8? 


gidodawT maet: genuat 
sa?: ceue 
bo^: aayuet 
£y tol; cuvatywyoic — sa?: NagepaToy maet: ogeperov 
xai ev tails bo^: uogi eparoy 
wb. OR OP MUI A 


TAATEL@V EOTHTES 


TpocedyecOau,*! 


78 Mae? is not extant. 

79  Onlyagis evident in mae’, perhaps of the word manu. 

80 Ihave counted the scribal blunder as a single difference (cf. 65.a). 

81 Mae! differs in its representation of npoceúyecða from sa? and bo^ not only in vocabulary, 
but also tense, and position, and is so factored into the count of unique elements. 
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(cont.) 


CHAPTER 3 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
maet: ue empoceyxe 
sa?: eg) ux 
bo^: uceraseg 
maet: en ucYnararu MN NEAKE bo^: peu NICYNAT@MrH NEM Nake 
NNETIAATIA NTENIQOE? 
sa: 2N NCYNATXDTH MN NKAXE 
NNETIAATIA 
önwçT maet: xekec bo^: eoriac 


sa?: Xekaac 


pavaaty xolc 
&vOpcamotc- duhy 
Atyw duty, 


maet: eYeovow? €BAA NNPOME 2aMHN 
TXW MMAC NHTN XE 
sa?: EYEOYWN EBOA NNPME 22MHN 


TXW MHOC NHTN XE 


bo^: NCEOYWN? EBON NNIPŒMI AMHN 
TXXO MMOC NOTEN XE AYKHN €Y61 
MTOYBEXE 

mae?: ea [unn] [T] x) uoc NHTN xe 


gayo eyxi ex [u] 


&mÉyoUcty TOV 
pic6v abtav. 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


mae?: ayw 
sa?: àYOYCD 


mae?: eyxı 
sa?: exi 


sa?: urievBeke 


bo^: uriovsexe 


mae? + mae! + bo^- o 
mae? + mae! + sa? = 1 
mae? + sa? + bo^ - 1 


maet: ga ... oY 


bo^: aykun 


mae”: sex[u] 


maet: neyBekn 


mae? + mae! = o 
mae? + bo^- o 


mae? + sa? - 1 


Unique elements 


mae?: 4 maet: 10 sa?: 6 


bo^:n 


82 The verb is absent in mae!, perhaps the result of scribal error. 
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6:5.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Analysis of this verse is impeded by the 
loss of the manuscript's top line and a scribal blunder. A scribe's eye probably 
jumped down to v. 7 where there is a similar negative enjoinder about praying; 
Schenke suggests the blunder may have occurred in a preceding Greek copy 
(2001, 30), but since there are more points of similarity in the Coptic between 
the two verses than in the Greek, the error more likely was committed by a 
Coptic copyist:$? 


NA?” v.5 mpocevynade, oùx Eceade we of Unoxpitat 
NA?” v.7 mpocevyduevot dé uy Battaroynonte Wonep oi £vixol 
Mae? V. TIPOCEYXE GOTH NT?H NNI2YTOKPITHC 
POCEYXE Q T2H NNIZYTIOK 
Mae? v. Tipoceyxe une| pep OY |MHGH NCEXH NT@H NNIZEONIKOC 
7 POCEY^ PEP OY uda) l 


Moreover, for the scribe of Codex Schøyen, a page turn was involved. 


The versions have minor differences of expression, although many elements 
are similar. Apart from the scribal blunder (and whatever might have been in 
the lacuna) there is but one unique feature in mae? (cf. 6:5.b.2). 


6:5.b Translational Analysis. Excepting the scribal blunder, mae?’s extant text 
corresponds in meaning to the Greek text. Nonetheless, Schenke provides a 
retroversion which differs at two syntactical points (excluding the conjectured 
retroversion £cy where NA?” has éceo@e). 


6:5.b.1 xe. Despite the occurrence in all four versions of xe which introduces the 
phrase for "they have received their reward," Schenke pedantically retroverts 
étt. This seems to suggest that mae? disagrees with NA?"s lack of 8t, but 
supports its presence in most manuscripts. Such a conclusion is unnecessary, 
for its occurrence here is requisite for the Coptic syntax regardless of whether 
the Vorlage had 6t1. 


83 . Boismard seems not to have considered this explanation, assuming instead that mae? 
reflects an earlier redactor's activity: "Le début et la fin du texte de [mae?] ont leur 
paralléle dans le Matthieu classique, mais le centre du verset n'a plus rien à voir avec 
Matthieu mais reprend ad litteram un argument qui se lira au verset 7 ... Comment 
justifier cette anomalie? Par le fait que ce verset 5 est omis dans la Syriaque Sinaitique, 
un des compagnons habituels de [mae]? Nous renongons à donner une explication à 
cette anomalie; nous constatons seulement qu' ici encore [mae?] offre un texte fortement 
remanié” (2003b, 193). 


90 CHAPTER 3 


6:5.6.2 Be[ Ku]. Mae? lacks the possessive article and the third person intermedi- 
ate (ney-), so that Schenke retroverts ge[xu] as anarthrous p6006v, without the 
third person possessive attd@v. This same absence can be seen in the formu- 
laic parallel in v. 16, but contrasts with the formula’s occurrence in v. 2, reflect- 
ing perhaps translational inconsistency. The lack of these elements is probably 
best explained on the basis that x1 Bexe is a compound verb, conveying, “Truly 
I tell you, they have been compensated" (Crum 2005, 30), encompassing repre- 
sentation of the Greek verb, object and possessive pronoun. 


6:5.c Textual Analysis 


6:5.c.1 Mpocevynabs, oox Écec6c. Because of its lacuna, mae? cannot testify either 
to NA?"s npocebynate, odx Eceade or to MpocevEy, oùx £cy in most manuscripts. 


6:5.c.2 c cí]vot. Because of the scribal blunder, mae? cannot attest the inclusion 
of otfvot in 05's singular reading gtAodow othva. 


6:5.c.3 &v. Since Coptic does not have a formal equivalent for &v, the Coptic 
versions cannot attest to the presence of & in most manuscripts, or its absence 
in NA”. 


6:5.c.4 Xe. Cf. 6:5.b.1. 


Matt 6:6 


[u]rak ^e a[ki] exnempoceyxu meqe nek egoy[N] enekram[ou] rem mnekp[a e]poox. roose 
"ne[xi]or eren n[e]reunr ayw nekior ereen nereurur quey [cepak] eqeroviay Nek: But as for you, 
whenever you go to pray, go into your closet, shut your door, pray to your Father who is in secret, and 
your father who is in secret sees you. He will certainly reward you. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
où 8& ötav mae”: [n]Tax ae afki] 
TpogEevyy, mael: NTAK A€ AKI 


sa?: NTOK AG 
bo^: nook ae 


mae?: EKNETNPOCEYXH sa9: EKNAQAHA 


maet: exnempoceyxe bo^: exnat@Be 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
&loeA0e cig TO mae?: mege sa?: BOK 
TOLEtov gov mael: mewe 

bo^: mawe 
mae”: Nek egoy[N] enekrau[on] sa?: eeow ETEK TAMION 
maet: NEK €g0YN eriekTAMION 
bo^: nak EbZOYN ENEKTAMION 
t shel P 2. 9. 84 
xal xAelcotc THY mae?: ayreu mnekp[a] sa?: NrQTAM MTIEKPO 
ópotv cov mae!: aren urtekpa. bo^: ua.ajean uriekpo 
mae?: [e]pox sa?: X 
maet: epox 
bo^: epok 
xai mae? mae! sa?: X bo^: oyog 
Todcevect mae? bo^: tase maet: npocevxe 
sa?: NT-QAHA 
TÔ Tatpl cou mae?: une[xi]or sa?: errekeiT 
maet: uriekeioT 
bo^: unexi@t 
TÔ ÈV TH xpuntQ- mae?: eren bo^: peu 
maet: ereu 
sa?: eTeM 
mae?: n[e] reu sa?: rrieeun 
maet: neTennt 
bo^: nereun 
84 “The favoured coordination (often asyndetic) of imperatives is shared by M [i.e., the 


dialect of mae?] with Boh., opposed to the Sah. ‘imperative + conjunctive’ coordinative 


sub/syncategorization" (Shisha-Halevy 1983, 323). 
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(cont.) 


CHAPTER 3 


N A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


xai 6 namhp cou 
6 BAénov ev TO 


XpUTTA 


maet: ay@ nekioT 
sa?: ay MeKelMT 
bo^: 


maet: ercoayr 


OYO? NeK1wT 


sa?: eTSMO)T 


mae: [epax] 
maet: epak 


sa?: epok 


maet: eu neTeHnT 


bo^: peu rnereun 


mae*?: aya niekioT eT-gen nereurr?5 


mae?: quev 


bo^: eonay 


sa?: eu nneonn 


a&nodwcet cor". 


Number of mae? 


mae?: eyeToyiay NEK 


maet: eyeToyia NEK 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = 5 


common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = 3 


mae? + sa? + boô = o 


sa?: quacTaXDBe Nak 


bo^: eqet Nak 


mae? + mae! = 4 
mae? + bo^ - 1 
mae? + sa? = o 


Unique elements 


mae?: 3 mae!: 1 sa?: 10 bo^: 7 


6:6.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Of mae?'s 24 words, 17 are similar in vocab- 
ulary and syntax to at least two of the other three versions. 

Mae?'s three unique features involve the final phrase ergen nereunr quey. 
Mae? has the relative converter with the preposition gen, but the others have it 
with the verb for to see. Mae? differs in word order, too, putting the reference 
to "in secret" prior to the verb instead of afterward, similar to the occurrence of 
une[xi]or eren n[e]reurrr in the previous clause. While the other versions cor- 
respond more formally to NA?’, a difference in meaning is difficult to discern. 


6:6.b Translational Analysis. Despite four syntactical incongruities, three of 


which have been treated in 6:2.5.1, 6:4.6.3, and 6:6a, mae? conveys the mean- 


85 Mae? places the representation of £v và xpurtQ prior to the verb, in contrast to the other 


versions. 
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ing ofNA?", The fourth involves the pronominal -y suffixed to eqerovia in mae? 
and mae}, from which Schenke surmised the reading aùtovç as the complement 
of the verb &nodweoet. The object, however, is a regular feature of the construc- 
tion (18:25, 26, 29), making Schenke's retroversion unnecessary. 


6:6.c Textual Analysis. Similarly to v. 4, mae? and the other Coptic versions attest 
the reading in NA?” (01 03 05 035 f!) which lacks ¿v tà gavep@ at the end of the 
verse, against 019 032 038 fË 33 X. 


Matt 6:7 


aki AC ekneripoceyxe unie[pep ov]ungya NCEXH wreu Ruigeenikoc EMayYM[HOYH] NTAY xe EBaA gen 
Tlegoya mse[ vcex ]u ego [coru] epaoy Whenever you (sg.) may pray, do not make a bunch of words 
as the Gentiles. For their part, they are wont to think that out of the excess of their words they are wont 
to be heard. 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 


IIpoceuxóuevot8é | mae!sa?bo^:X mae?: aki 
Xe ec M DP NM EPA OE RT — 
maet: ererurnpoceyxe AE 
sa?: ETETNQAHA AC 


bo^: epereunaT OB? A€ 


py BevreAoyfowte mae: une[pep oy]MH@H NcexH nTen mael: MIPBAaATTAAOTI NOH 

womep ot " £Ovtxol, bo^: unepep oyung ncaxı mpput sa?: urippea.? NAXE NOE 
po PES RU CE NER m E M eA ME UE 
sa?: uuigeonikoc 


bo^: uuieenikoc 


Soxodow mae”: egaYu[uovu] 
mae!: qayunoye 


sa?: evueeve 


bo^: ceuev 
mae! sa? bo^: X mae?: traY 
yap maet: rap mae?: X 


sa?: rap 
bo^: rap 
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CHAPTER 3 


N A27 


Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


Stl Ev TH toXvAoyío 
AvTOV 


mae? mae!: xe eBar 


mae?: eeu 
maet: en 
bo^: pen 


bo^: uca.xi 


sa?: opal en 


mae?: negoya 
mae!: X 

sa?: TEYMNT2A2 
bo^: noyung 
mae”: wne[ycex]u 


maet: revarecexe 


elcoxovcOrjcovcot. 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 
mae? + mae! + sa? = o 
mae? + sa? + bo^ - 1 


mae?: eagjay[covru] epaoy 
maet: aYNECOTM epa 
sa?: €YNACWTM epoov 


bo^: cenacwTen epwoy 


mae? + mael- 1 
mae? + bo^ - 1 
mae? + sa? = o 


Unique elements — mae?: 8 maet: 7 sa?: 6 boA: 4 


6:7.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? has eight unique elements. 
Where mae? does not share features with two or three other versions, it favours 
mae! slightly more than bo^. 


6:7.2.1 aKï Ae exnempoceyxe. For the auxiliary verb and circumstantial future, 
cf. 6:2.6.1 Despite the rare future participle (npoceu&óuevoc) in Schenke's retro- 
version, mae? probably reflects NA?”s present participle (cf. 6:2; 8:19; 15:2; 20:4; 
24:32). For the inconcinnity in grammatical number, cf. 6:4.a.1. 


6:7.a.2 eagyaxXM[uoyu]. Both mae! and mae? have wayunoyn (mae: aj Yunove), 
but mae? uses the circumstantial converter with it. Schenke retroverts this as 
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a Greek participle, against the finite verb in NA’. The retroversion is unneces- 
sary, however, as demonstrated by the twofold occurrence ofthe circumstantial 
in sa? for finite Greek verbs even in this same verse. 


6:7.a.3 NTay. Schenke's retroversion abtoi for nTay is unnecessary, for the Coptic 
versions frequently supply an explicit pronoun where the Greek only has a 
conjugated verb (on this leaf, cf. 6:8mael mae2), 


6:7.a.4 negova. Where NA?" has tH moAvAoyia, the four versions have four dif- 
ferent renderings, three of which correspond closely in meaning to the Greek, 
while mae! has revarecexe. 


6:7.a.5 eajex [cow]. As also the prior verb egayu[uovu], mae? has the circum- 
stantial aorist form eajay [coru]. In this case, where NA?” has eicaxovabycovtat, 
the four versions again have four different forms, reflecting the syntactical dif- 
ficulty in conveying an expected outcome that will not be fulfilled. 


6:7.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Except for the difference in grammatical 
number (cf. 6:4.a.1) mae? corresponds in meaning to NA”. In addition to 
aki Ae exnempoceyxe and NTay (cf. 6:7.a), two other elements merit further 
comment. 


6:7.6.1 wne[pep oy ]|uugu Ncexn. Where NA?" has uh PattaAoynonte, mae? has 
une[pep ov]uugnu Ncexu, similar to sa? and bo^. The difficulty in translating 
the Greek word is implied by the use of a phrase to render it (cf. Askeland on 
amelioration, 2012a, 39). Instead of the phrase, mae! uses the loanword. 


6:7.b.2 Tegoya mue[vcex]u. Where NA?” has voAvAoy(a adtév, mae? has the 
gendered common noun negoya with wne[ycex]u, in accord with the Greek 
(Layton 2004, 88). While possession is indicated in their respective gendered 
common nouns in sa? (revuwrea?) and bo^ (novuno)), possession in mae? is 
shown in the common noun nue[cex ]u. 


6:7.c Textual Analysis Mae? supports the reading é9vtxot found in most manu- 
scripts, against ùnoxpıtai found in 03 1424 and mae!. 
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Matt 6:8 


NTOTN unepinu nua [ov qc]aoyn r[a]p [une] reruxpua nmaq e2eu ennis[eren]arrei uno [a ET ]BUTY. 


Do not be like them. For he knows what you need before you ask him about it. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
yy ody ópouo0fre  mae?: iravr 
adtots: maet: NTOTN 
sa? bo^: X 
maet: oyn uripeiie MMay®® mae?: unepinn iua [ov] 


sa?: MTIPEINE ce MMOY 


bo^: unepini oyn muwoy 


oldev yàp Tó naho mae: [qclaoyn r[a]P sa?: TINOYTEe Tap COOYN 
bp àv maet: qcaovu rap 
bo^: qcwoyn rap 


mae? sa? bo^: X 


maet: neTnioT 


sa?: NETNEIOT bo^: uxe rtereuiT 


Qv xpelav Éyexe mae?: [une] reruxpua. nmaq bo^: NNH ererenepxpia. MMWOY 
maet: urtereuxpia. MMaAq 


sa?: MNeTETNXplA MM0q 


TPO TOD opc mae”: gaon eunat[eTenairel MMa[q] sa?: mnaTeTNaTer MMOY 
"aitoa abtov". maet: ga0H EMMATETNAITI MMAqQ bo^: unareTenToBe-q 
mae! sa9: X mae”: [er]BuTq 


bo^: eeguToY 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 mae? + mae! = 2 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? - 1 mae? + bo^- o 

mae? + sa? + bo^ - 1 mae? + sa? = o 
Unique elements — mae?:3 mael:1 sa?: 2 bo^: 5 


86 Sa? and bo^ delay their representation of post-positive ov to follow the verb. 


SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 5:38-6:18 97 


6:8.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The four versions are similar, with 
mae? having three unique features. About half of mae?'s text is similar to two, 
if not all three of the other versions. There is a marginally closer relationship 
between mae? and mae! than the others. 


6:8.a.1 [qc]aoyn. The other Coptic versions give explicit reference to the Father, 
while mae? represents the Father with personal q- prefixed to the verb. The 
absence could be explained by scribal error, or even by the translator's care- 
lessness. Less likely is that the translator consciously avoided the nominal ref- 
erence, for the Father had not been mentioned since v. 6. Also unlikely is its 
deliberate suppression, for mae? is otherwise replete with occurrences of ner- 
nit. Regardless, the referent is clear. 


6:8.a.2 [er ]|Burq. Mae? and bo^ agree in their use of the preposition erBurz; 
suggesting that Schenke's retroversion mepi abtob is unnecessary. 


6:8.6 Translational Analysis. Although mae? differs at four syntactical points 
from NA?’, it conveys a meaning similar to NA?" 


6:8.b.1 &ra»rw. Since the Coptic imperative does not indicate grammatical num- 
ber, the extraposited personal independent &roru (mae: wroru) explicates 
the plural (cf. Layton 2004, 295), and also facilitates the transition which the 
unrepresented o9v would imply. Schenke's retroversion with intensive bptc is 
pedantic. 


6:8.b.2 6 nathp op v. Cf. 6:8.a.1. 

6:8.b.3 [une] reruxpua. Where the Greek has plural àv, referring to the things 
which the disciple needs, mae?, mae!, and sa? have the singular articulated 
relative, suggesting a concession to the receptor language. 

6:8.b.4 [ev] BuTY. Cf. 6:8.a.2. 

6:8.c Textual Analysis 

6:8.c.1 6 666g. Mae? probably attests NA?"s reading which lacks ó 8¢6¢ prior to 
ó mathe ouv against the longer reading (01° 03), for its lack of the nominal 


reference is already striking; an additional omission of a reference to God the 
Father would be all the more unexpected. 
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6:8.c.2 eura [eren ]a.rrei. Mae? supports aitoa! aùtóv in NA?" against the sin- 
gular reading dvotge tò otópa in 05. 


Matt 6:9 


NTei2gH OYN NTMTen n[erer]ueeri Mu[ac]®” xe neniwrT eren nnn: nekpe[n Ma]peqoyan As for you, 


therefore, it is in this way that you should ask: Our Father in heaven, may your name be hallowed. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 

OBtwe odv88 ... maet: OYN NTOTN NTEI2H mae?: NTei2H OYN NTWTEN 
bpeic- bo^: oyn newrTen MTaIpHt sa?: Tal Ge T€ 0€ NTWTN 
Tpogetyeabe mae”: n[eveT ]-neeT189 


maet: npocevxe 


sa?: 6-TETNAGAHA 


bo^: roe 
mae”: [ac] xe maet: xe 
sa?: MMOC xe bo^:X 
Tlatep nudv 6 mae”: neni@t eTen NTH nekpe[n 
£y tots odpavoic- ma ]peqovan 
Kylac8ytw TO óvoudt maet: rieneioT ETEN MMH riekpen 
cov MaPEqTOYBA 


sa?: MENEIWT ETEN MTHYE MAPE 
TIEKPaN oyon 
bo^: nemimT €rbenu nibuoyti 


MAPEQTOYBO NXE TIEKPAN 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^- o mae? + mae! = 0 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = o mae? + bo^- o 

mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa? = 2 
Unique elements mae?: 4 maet: 3 sa?: 5 bo^: 3 


87 Schenke’s reconstruction nu[a«] is plausible. 

88 Both mae! and bo^ postpone representation of oŭtwç odv until after the verb; post-positive 
elements are accordingly affected, but not counted as additional differences. Cf. 6:9.a.1. 

89 The orthography probably reflects assimilation of u-u to n. 
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6:9.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? agrees with either two or three of the 
other versions in seven of its ten elements, being about equally similar to mae! 
as to sa?. Mae? has four unique elements. 


6:9.a.1 Wreien. While sa? has ra: in the first position, and mae! and bo^ have 
nTeigH and unaipet in the last, mae? is the only version to have nreieu in the 
first position, even though mae"'s positioning accords well with that of NA?”s 
ottws. 


6:9.a.2 1 eTeT]NeeTI. For NA?" npocevyeoðe, there are four different renderings 
in the Coptic versions. Mae? uses the loanword (cf. aitéw). Also, mae? uses 
an attached relative converter in the cleft sentence (with elided e-e) tein ... 
n[erer ]ueeri to introduce the Lord's Prayer. The cleft sentence is also used in 
sa? (cf. Layton 2004, 374).99 


6:9.a.3 [Ma]peqoyan. While both mae? and sa? use oyan (sa?: oyon) in the 
petition that the Father's name be sanctified, mae? puts it in the prepersonal 
state ([Ma]peqoyam), while sa? uses the prenominal. 


6:9.6 Translational Analysis. The one element meriting comment is the verb 
eni (cf. aivéo) where NA?” has npoceúyeoðe. For eri, Schenke infers aitycete as 
an alternative Greek reading, but this is unnecessary, for BDAG indicates that 
aitéw can mean to pray (Bauer 2001, 30), and is used in regard to the disciple's 
entreating the Father (6:8; 7:7, 8; 18:19; 21:22). eri was probably attracted to v. 9 
through its occurrence in v. 8 where it refers to entreating God. Note also the 
interchangeability of Toge with aitéw and npoceóyopot in bo^ in vv. 8-9. 


6:9.c Textual Analysis. NA?" indicates no textual variation.?! 


9o Formae?'s use of ner- rather than -er in cleft sentences, see Bosson (2006, 65-66). 

91 The forms nu and nuove are both amply attested as plurals in both mae! and mae? (cf. 
Bosson 2006, 20). NA?’ appears to mistake mae”s ur as a singular and cites it (and by 
implication, mae?) as supporting the singular form found in the Didache, a point already 
countered by Plisch (2003, 95). 
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Matt 630 


[Tex]MenTepa Mapeci nen: rnereeu[ek] uapeqayo[nu N] Ten eroan en rri ns pecayou[n eix] nke- 
e[u] May your kingdom come to us. That which you will, may it be; as it is in heaven, may it be done 


upon the earth. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
&A8éto ý Bacci — mae?: [rek]ueurepa. ua peci bo^: uapeci nxe TEKMETOYPO 
cov: maet: TeKMNTEpa ua pecel 


sa?: TEKMNTPPO Mà pecet 


mae! sa? bo^: X mae?: nen 
yevybytw tò 8€Anud mae”: neTegn[ek] ua peqagyoo[r sa?: meKoY@a) ua peqayorie NEE 
TOV, "toG n]TeH 


maet: riereeuek ua peqayorie NOH 


bo^: neTegnak uapeqayoni upput 


mae?: eran sa?: ereq 

maet: eran bo^: X 
£v odpava@ xai ert mae?: eu TNH ua pecayon[u] sa?: eu THe Ma peqayorie 
"Yfic maet: eu TMH ua pecaporie bo^: peu THe 

mae”: [e1x]u nkee[u] sa?: ON 21XM TKa? 

maet: gixu rikege bo^: Nem gixen mKael 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 mae? + mae! = 3 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? - 1 mae? + bo^- o 

mae? + sa? + bo^ = o mae? + sa? = 0 
Unique elements — mae?:1 maet: o sa?:4 bo^:4 


6:10.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? only has one unique feature (cf. 
6:10.b.1). Mae? agrees with at least two of the versions in most of the verse, and 
often with all three of the other versions. 


6:10.6 Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? lacks syntactical correspondence 
with NA?’ at two points, but nonetheless conveys the same meaning. 
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6:10.b.1 nen. Mae? has nen as the prepositional object in [Tex ]Mentepa ua peci 
nen, for which Schenke has retroverted the otherwise unattested Yjuiv. Nonethe- 
less, even when lacking in the Greek, prepositional objects fori are not unusual 
for mae? (e.g., 15:[12 |; 15:23; 17:7), or for the other Coptic versions (e.g., bo^: 15:12; 
17:7; maet: 15:23). 


6:10.b.2 Ma.peqayo [nu] ... Ma. pecayon[u]. The Coptic versions, bo^ excepted, are 
not as economical as the Greek (with its polyvalent xai) in petitioning that 
God's will be done, for ua peqayorin (mae: Mapeqaone; sa?: ua peqayorie) is used 
twice, while the Greek uses the corresponding word yevy8ytw but once. 


6:10.c Textual Analysis 


6:10.c.1 [N] Tex. With the occurrence of [u]reu, Mae? probably attests the pres- 
ence of w¢ prior to ¿v ovpav@ xai emi yfjc, as opposed to its singular absence in 


05. 


6:10.c.2 nkee[u]. Mae? cannot reliably attest NA?”s lack ofthe article prior to yij¢ 
or its presence in most manuscripts (cf. 1.5; Plumley 1977, 148). 


Matt 6:11 


[nen] [aix n]pectH Maiq nen nnaoy Give us our bread of tomorrow today. 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Tov ğpTov huv TOV mae?: [neu][aik N]pecTH Maiq nen sa?: TENOEIK ET-NHY Taa NAN HTIOOY 
émtovatov 8óc vj uiv NIAOY 


OYE POV 


maet: nendecik NPECTe Maetq NEN 
Mmaoy 


bo^: nen@ik NTepact MHIG NAN 


Mooov 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 mae? « mae! - o 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = o mae? + boô = o 
mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa? = o 
Unique elements mae?: o mae!: o sa?: 2 boô: o 
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6:1.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? reads identically to two of the three 
other versions, excepting dialectal differences. 


6:1.b Translational Analysis. For the notoriously difficult petition for the "daily 
bread,’ early tradents apparently coined the word émtotatoc (Bauer 2000, 376). 
The early versions translate it variously. Davies and Allison summarise the pos- 
sible meanings as 1) necessary or needful for existence; 2) for the current day; 3) 
for the coming or following day; and 4) “that which belongs to it.” They explain, 
“The Fathers generally accepted meaning (1) or (3). The majority of modern 
scholars have opted for (3)” (1988-1997, 1.607—608). Mae? and, similarly, mae! 
and bo^ read -pecru, in keeping with meaning three (“for the following day"), 
and reflecting the modern majority opinion. Schenke retroverts npectu not as 
emtovatov, but as the otherwise unattested énavetov tomorrow, but this is not 
necessary.?? 


6:1.c Textual Analysis. NA?" indicates no variation in the Greek manuscript 
tradition. 


Matt 6:12 


k[@ nNe]Tepan eBar [NT2]H PWN eruko eBar ner[e oveuwre]u epao[v] Forgive our debts in the way 


that we, for our part, are forgiving the ones indebted to us. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 

xai mae? mae! sa?: X bo^: oyog 

APES nuiv cà mae?: k[@ NNe]TepaNn EBar sa?: K@ NAN €BOÀ NNETEPON 
SMEIAnLata HUdv, mael: KW EBAN NNETEPAN bo^: xa NETEPON NAN EBON 
Sexe 2. 9. 

Os xat mae?: [NTe]H ew sa?: wee EWN ON 


maet: neu 24N 


bo^: upput ean 


92 Horner notes that other Coptic manuscripts have nenoe eru, conveying “bread for the 
coming day,’ which might be synonymous with the other Coptic versions. 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Yiueic "&ghxapev mae?: ETNKM €BàA mae: eTaank@ EBON 
sa?: ETENKW EBON bo^: wreuxa EBON 
toic OMEtAETaLG mael: uuere OYNTEN epay mae?: uer[e oveure]u epao[y] 


fp v- 


sa9: NNETEOYNTAN EPOOY 


bo^: NNH ETE OYON NTAN EPMOY 


Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 mae? + mae! - 1 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? - 1 mae? + bo^- o 

mae? + sa? + bo^- o mae? + sa? - 1 
Unique elements — mae?:1 mael:1 sa?: 2 bo^: 2 


6:12.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Except for the placement of esaa and 
dialectal considerations, the only unique feature in mae? is the lack of the 
preposition vn- in the articulated relative wer[e oyente]n. The last six words are 
nearly identical in all four versions. 


6:12.6 Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? (and mae!) lacks representation of 
fut, perhaps because the intended recipient of forgiveness is already implied 
when the petitioners entreat, "forgive our sins," making "to us" redundant. Thus, 
there is no compelling reason for Schenke's retroversion without pî. 


6:12.c Textual Analysis. NA?" has àghxapev, with &ọiopev as the variant. None 
of the Coptic versions have either the perfect or the present; rather, mae? and 
sa? have the circumstantial, mae! has the aorist (i.e., habitual), and bo^ has the 
conjunctive. From these, NA?' tentatively cites co? in support of the present, 
and Schenke corroborates this through his retroversion. The subtleties of Greek 
tense, however, are not always reflected in Coptic (Emmenegger 2007, 98), 
and this is all the more likely with the cx xai construction which introduces 
the clause. Ultimately, the translators all may have prioritised the admonitive 
element that the disciples are to forgive one another, rather than the theoretical 
basis of forgiveness implied in the Greek's perfect. 
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CHAPTER 3 


Matt 6:13 


[urep] [wr EgoYN emmpacuo]c ara e[kenee ]uun [6825 2-4 letters nnonnpoc] Do not bring us into 


temptation, but deliver us ( from) evil. 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
xai mae? sa?: X 
maet: aya 
bo^: oyog 
u) steevéyxyc nds — mae?: [unep][wrn egoyn S39: NTMXITN €20YW ENEIPACMOC 
elc nerpaopóv, QA euirpacuo]c arsa ara 


maet: MMpNTN 620YN ENTMIPACMOC 
aAa 


bo^: unepenTen EboYN empacuoc 


aria 
pdoat nds mael: NeguN EBAN mae?: e[keuee ]uum [e823] 
bo^: NagMen EBON sa?: Nur Nà?MeN 
ATÒ tod Tovnpod™. maet: wraTq 
sa?: e1TM 
bo^: ea 
mae: [nrouupoc]?? maet: urmounpoc 
sa?: MMONHPOc bo^: mnete@oy 
X mae? sa? bo^: X maet: xe TMK T€ TGOM MN MEOOY 
Ganienee 2AMHN 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 1 mae? + mae! = o 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = o mae? + bo^- o 
mae? + sa? + bo^ - 1 mae? + sa? = 2 
Unique elements — mae?:1 maet: 3 sa?: 3 bo^: 2 


93 .Thereconstruction is tentative, but reasonable since it occurs elsewhere for movypd¢ (5:39; 


12:34, 35, etc.). Schenke proffers een as the reconstructed preposition, but it could also be 


2N Or ea. 
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6:13.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Except for the inclusion of the doxology 
in mae!, the differences between the four versions are minimal. Mae? shares a 
similar text with two, if not three of the other versions in six of its seven words. 

The one unique element in mae? is the optative in the appeal for deliverance, 
which the Greek conveys with the imperative pócot. Despite Schenke's retrover- 
sion as a future indicative, however, the optative is not unexpected, and occurs 
in mae? where the Greek has the imperative in 9:29;15:4, [28]; and 17:20. Accord- 
ingly, the optative expresses a strong wish, and is appropriate for this context 
(cf. Layton 2004, 264). 


6:13.b Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? conveys the same message as NA?", 
with formal equivalent syntax, except for the form e[xeuee ]uun (cf. 6:13.a). 


6:13.c Textual Analysis. Mae? attests NA?"s form of the Lord's Prayer which lacks 
the Doxology, for there is insufficient space to accommodate the longer forms. 


Matt 6314-15 


[eornm xre]ugank[o eBadr w]ueupoo[un unev][naparrrooua. queko NXH nJeruio[r ereen] umm 
ep[a\ NUTEN eWTEN unereun]ap[arrrona e]ayon[nu e aTeTN][THK@ eBaAr NNPMMH NNEYTIAPa- 
nTo jua [o]yac w[2-4 letters ][4—6 letters ner(e)uior eren] um[ovu NNeq]k[@] eBar n[uTN] /fyou 
forgive men their trespasses, your Father in heaven will forgive you yourselves your trespasses. But if 


you do not forgive men their trespasses, neither ... will your Father in heaven forgive you. 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
"Edy mae?: [ewon] sa?: X 

maet: eqone 

bo^: eyon 
yee sa?: rap mae?: X 

0^: ray maet: oyn 

bo^: rap?4 1 
&of|te xoic mae?: [are]ugja nk [o eBar sa?: ETETNGANKW rà P EBOA Npo$Me 
&vOpcamotc u]ueupoo[uu] bo^: wrereuxa EBON NNIPŒMI 


mael: aTeTN@ANK@ EBAA NNPOME 


94 Since sa? lacks eayone, post-positive rap is postponed until after the verb. 
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CHAPTER 3 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
TÀ NAPANTWMATA mae?: [nneynapanTo]ma sa?: NNEYNOBE 
oOx, maet: unevrnaprrrana 

bo^: NNoynapantroMa 
RHEL mae?: queko bo^: eqexo 


maet: queka 


sa?: quà Ka 


xai piv 6 rop 


Suri nad 3 
UMWV O ovpovtoc * 


mae”: [uxu n]eruio[T ereenu] ura 
sa?: NOL METNEIWT eren ure 


bo^: NXE NETEMWT erben NIPHOYI 


mae”: eB[ad NHTEN eareu] 
mael!: NHTN ?XDTN €BàÀ 
sa?: WW uH TN €BOÀ 


bo^: n@TeNn EBON 


maet: NNETNIMTAPATTMMUA NXE 


TI€TNEIOT ET2N MMHC 


mae”: [nneventt]ap[arraua ]95 sa?: X 
bo^: nneTennapant@ua 
¿dv mae”: [e]woæn[u] sa?: X 


maet: eayorie 
bo^: eyon 


dé UN dopte tots 


mae”: [4e xreru][Tuko EBar 


$39: eTETNTMK® A€ EBOA NNP@NE?® 


&vOpcomotc", uupouu] bo^: AE wrerenayreuxa EBOX 
maet: AE xT€TNTMKQ) EBA NNPOME NNIP@MI 
X mae! bo^: X mae”: [uweyna parrro]ua. 


sa?: NNEYNOBE 


95 Mae! includes uweruna parrroous, but puts it prior to the reference to the Father in heaven. 


96 Since sa? lacks eaywne, post-positive ^e is postponed until after the verb. 
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Similarity in Coptic versions 


Unique elements 


mae! sa?: X 


ó nathp “bua” 


mae?: [eren] ynn[oyu] 
sa?: eTeN ure 


mae! bo^: X 


maet: uneTNIOT 
sa?: uci neTnerwT?S 


bo^: rereur 


phoe 


mae?: [nneq]k[w] eBar y[uTN]9? 
mae!: NEKW NHTN €BàÀ EN 
sa?: NANAK NHTN AN €B0À 


bo^: qnax@ NATEN EBOA AN 


TH MAPUTETOMOTOL 
bay. 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


maet: NNETNIMTAPATTOMA 


bo^: nneTennapanT@Ma 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = 3 
mae? + mae! + sa? =1 
mae? + sa? + bo4=1 


mae?: X 


sa?: NNETNNOBE 


mae? + mae! = 2 
mae? + boô = 4 
mae? + sa? = 2 


Unique elements 


mae?: 5 maet: 5 sa?:n 


bo^: 6 


Verses 14 and 15 are antithetical parallels, promising divine forgiveness for 
those who forgive, and warning that trespasses will not be forgiven to those 
who do not. Given the interrelatedness of the parallels, consisting as they do 


97 Since mae? is lacunose, one cannot determine whether it agrees or differs with any of the 


other three versions regarding the n- negative prefix or the use of the extraposited subject 


mediated by uxu. 


98 Sa? uniquely postpones the subject noi netNeiwT eren urne to the penultimate position, 


just before nneTNNoBe. 


99 The reconstruction for mae? is so uncertain that the position of negative en cannot be 


established. 
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of a protasis and an apodosis in each verse, one should analyse the Coptic 
representation of the Greek text of the two verses together. The two verses 
in mae? need extensive reconstruction, making the comparison and analysis 
especially uncertain. 


6:14—15.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Where mae? does not agree with 
two or three ofthe other versions, it agrees more often with mae!. Mae? has two 
noteworthy elements unique to its text. 


64—15.8.1 [QNeK@ NXH n]erwio[T ETZEN] NTH eB[3X NHTEN ZWMTEN NNETEN- 
ri]ap[arrrona. In v. 14, the pronominal complement in three of the versions 
(mae! sa?: uurw; bo^: waren) occurs prior to the extraposited postponed sub- 
ject, while in mae?, nuTen comes after the verb and the extraposited postponed 
subject (mediated by nxn). 


6:14—15.a.2 TA napantwpaTta og ov. In the protasis of v. 15, both mae? and sa? 
give representation to tà napantwpata budv (mae?: [uweyna parrro]ua; sa?: 
nneynose), while the other two do not. Additionally, where the word occurs 
in the apodosis of v. 15, mae? lacks the reference to trespasses. Cf. 6.14-15.6.3. 


6:14—15.b Translational Analysis. Despite syntactical differences, NA?” and the 
Coptic versions all convey that divine forgiveness is predicated upon individu- 
als' willingness to forgive people who sin against them. 


6:14—15.b.1 [n]eruico[v ereen] ur. In the apodosis of v. 14, Schenke retroverts 
[n]eruio[T ereen] NTH as 6 nathp bud [ev] (votc) obpovotc, as if mae? supports 
the poorly attested reading in 038 700 against NA?"'s 6 matyp oiv ó oüp&tvtoc. 
This conclusion is unjustified since all four Coptic versions regularly use the 
same expression, regardless of whether the Greek uses the attributive or the 
adverbial modifier (e.g., 5:45, 48; 6:1, 9, 14). 


6:14—15.b.2 |ere(e) |u nu[ovu]. In the apodosis of v. 15, assuming the reconstruc- 
tion, mae? includes [ere(e)]w nu[ovu] to modify the reference to the Father, 
similar to sa™ss, This reading is attested scantly in the Greek manuscript tradi- 
tion (021 pc), and so may have arisen independently in mae? as harmonisation 
to the immediate context or in conformity with the familiar formula. 


6:14—15.b.3 Tapartwpate. In the two verses, NA?” has only two occurrences of 
Tapantwpata, putting them into the first protasis and the second apodosis, in 
a parallel structure: 
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v. 14 If you forgive men (dative) their mapantwyata (accusative) 


V.15 


your heavenly Father will forgive you (dative) 
but if you do not forgive men (dative) 
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neither will your Father forgive your napantwparta (accusative). 


Strikingly, there are four different patterns attested in the Coptic tradition for 
the parallel structure, none of which corresponds with NA?*: 


Greek and Coptic witnesses for "trespasses" 


Greek witnesses 

v.14 v.14 v.15 v.15 Supporting 

Protasis Apodosis Protasis Apodosis Coptic witnesses 
NA?7 TAPAT TOMATO Tapantwpata (None) 
0105 mss 

3 Q Q Q Q 9 bomss 1 
019 f! NAPANTWUATA TAPANTWLATA NAPANTWPATA  Tapantwrata sa? bo"55 mae 
l, 4 S Horner 
03021579 TAPATNTWPATA TNAPATTWUATA  mopomtouora Sa 
RPHF 
Coptic witnesses 

v.14 v.14 v.14 v.14 Greek 

Protasis Apodosis Protasis Apodosis witnesses 
mae? -HAPAIHTOMA — -HAPAITTOMA — -TAPAITTOMA (None) 
mae! -HAPAITTOMa. — -HAPAITQOMA — -HApAITOMaA -napantTœma 019 f? 
sa? -NOBE -NOBE -NOBE -NOBE 019 f? 
saHorner -NOBE -NOBE -NOBE 03 021 579 
gal22 148 151 
bo^bo"ss -pnaparrroMa — -MapanmT@Ma -mapanroua (None) 
bomss -HAPAITTOMA. — -HAPAITTOMA -napantTœma -napantTœma 019 f} 
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Also remarkably, the fourfold occurrence of naparrowa is widely distrib- 
uted throughout the Coptic tradition (mae! sa? bo™ss) but with limited Greek 
attestation (019 and f!3); such widespread distribution is incongruous relative 
to the Greek evidence. Moreover, there are no Greek witnesses which corre- 
spond either to the ordering in mae?, or to those Bohairic manuscripts putting 
-raparrana in the first, second and fourth positions. 

This pervasive lack of correspondence would suggest that the Coptic ver- 
sions do not always formally reflect their respective Vorlagen. The variety of 
readings in Coptic may be due to scribal error, harmonisation, subsequent cor- 
rection to competing Greek readings, or even to translational preferences for 
the sake of euphony (Layton 2004, 146). Consequently, the respective Vorlagen 
of the Coptic versions probably cannot reliably be discerned for this variant 
passage, and should not be cited in the apparatuses.!0° 


6:14-15.c Textual Analysis 


6:14—15.c.1 Y&p. Mae? does not reliably attest the occurrence of y&p in NA?" 
(cf. 1.5). 


6:4—15.c.2 [n]eruic[T ereen] tinm. For the apodosis of v. 14, cf. 6:14-15.b.1. 
6:14—15.C.3 TR TAPATTWOMATA oto cóv. Cf. 6:14—15..3. 


6:14—15.c.4 [ner(e)uior ere(e)]u m [ovu nneq]k[w] esai N[HTN]. The phrase in 
the apodosis of v. 14 involves two variation units. First, mae? and the other 
Coptic versions refer to the Father with the possessive article and personal 
intermediate. This corresponds formally with the possessive pronoun in NA?"'s 
6 ramp bây, but since Coptic sometimes uses the personal intermediate with 
the possessive article where the Greek possessive pronoun is lacking,!?! mae?'s 
support for NA?" is uncertain. Secondly, while all the versions include the 
prepositional personal object (mae?: u[ur(e)u]) as the object of the Father's 
forgiveness, it is all the more necessary in mae? since it lacks the reference to 
trespasses in the apodosis of v. 15; thus, mae? should not be cited in support of 
the singular reading byty in o5, despite Schenke's retroversion. Mae?'s potential 
support for either reading is further attenuated by the general uncertainty of 
the Coptic versions' formal representation of the two parallel statements. 


100 This would entail two corrections in NA?"s apparatus. 
101  Cf.1:29*9; 27:30mae2 mael bo^: for mae?: 17:23; 20:4; 21:4; cf. Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 


1972, 233-237. 
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Matt 6316 


[eoram e ax]@an[i e]kueu[ucrevu] unepep [n][Ten nuevno]kprruc egayo[ken meoy]in nev[ea.] 
[xe eveovawme] esar eu NIpP[@MH ey]nucreyn e[a][MHN txo M]Mac NHTN xe [gaya] evxi sexe 
Whenever you may fast, do not be as the hypocrites being wont to be gloomy. They are wont not to 
wash their face so that they will be seen among men to be fasting. Truly I say to you that they have 
already received their reward. 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
“Otay dé mae”: [eoram e] sa?: X 

maet: goTan A€ bo^: ewan ae 

sa? bo^: X102 mae”: [4k ]gaw[i] 


maet: areTNaanel 


vyotebyte, mael: ereTNNHCTEYE mae”: [e]kueu[ucrevu] 
sa?: eTETNNHCTEYe bo^: NTETEN-EP-NHCTEYIN 
py ytvec6e "ac mael: uueruepoul?? mae?: unepep [Nn] [TeH] 
bo^: nneTenep mqput sa?: unpaywne Nee 
- 1 2. A. 
ol Umoxpitat mae?: [ue yno]kprrac bo^: nniqosi 


mael: NNIPYTOKPITHC 


sa?: NNI2YTIOKPITHC 


oxvOpwrol, mae”: egjavo[keu] mae: ergjayoku 


bo^: eaaya@Ken sa?: €YOKM 


bo^: uttov20 


àpavičovov mae?: [ueoy]in 
maet: qayokm 
sa?: cerako 


bo^: mayTake 


102 Lacking ewone or eorau, sa?'s 4e is postponed to follow the verb ereruuucreve. 
103 Schenke transcribes and lists epeu as a single lexical unit (1981, 64, 179). 


112 CHAPTER 3 
(cont) 
NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
yao mael: rap!04 mae?: X 
sa?: rap 
bo^: rap 
TH MPSTWTO otv mae”: ney[ea.] 
maet: uneyea 
sa?: NNEY20 
bo^: noy20 
g 2. 9. 
6noc mae?: xe sa9: xeKaac 
maet: xe bo^: èma 
pavaatv mae?: [eyeoy@ne] eBar bo^: nceoywne EBON 


maet: eyeoYone Bar 
sa?: €YEOYMN2 EBON 


toic dvOpwrtotg 


maet: nnpome 
sa?: NNP@ME 


bo^: nuip@mt 


mae?: en nip[ mun | 


VY OTEVOVTES mae?: [ey]NHCTeYH bo^: eyepnucreyin 
maet: evunucreve 
sa?: eynucTeye 
duhy Aet duty, mae: g[a][MHN tx M]Mac NHTN Xe = mael: guum qx MMAC NHTN xe 2 


T dméyovow TÒV 
plodov Tadtov. 
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[earo] 
sa?: pAMHN TX) MMOC NHTN XE 


mae?: eyxı 
sa?: eyxı 

bo^: evo 

sa?: urtoYBexe 


bo^: uriovsexe 


.. OYOD 


bo^: auum TXO MMOC NOTEN XE 


mae?: BeKH 


maet: nevgekn 


rap occurs in different positions, but I have not counted these as differences. 
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NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ = o mae? + mae! = 2 
common elements mae? + mae! + sa? = 3 mae? + bo^ - 1 

mae? + sa? + bo^ - 1 mae? + sa? - 1 
Unique elements | mae?:8 mae!: 7 sa?: 6 bo^:n 


6:16.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? has more elements in com- 
mon with mae! than with the other versions, although many of these are also 
found in two or even three of the others. Mae? has eight unique features, six of 
which merit attention. 


6:16.a.1 [4x ]ga [i e] knen[ucrevu]. Mae? puts the first reference to fasting in the 
future, indicating "generalization and potentiality" (Layton 2004, 239, 343; cf. 
5:40.0.1; 6:5 mae1), 

Mae? employs the second person singular instead of the plural; cf. 6:4.a.1; 
6:7.a.1. 


6:16.a.2 umepep. In proscribing the imitation of hypocrites, mae? joins mae! and 
bo^ in using the verb ep, against sa?'s wne. 


6:16.a.3 [Meoy]in. After describing the hypocrites as gloomy, the Greek is fol- 
lowed by the lexically difficult word dpaviovaw they render invisible/unrecog- 
nisable (Bauer 2001, 154); its meaning is less than clear, for it can hardly be lit- 
eral. Mae! renders it with @ayoxu, using the previous verb to convey they make 
gloomy, while sa? and bo^ use the verb forms ceraxo and aaytTake, conveying 
the idea that they ruin their appearance! 

Assuming the reconstruction, mae? uses the negative aorist [Meov Jiu to con- 
vey that the hypocrites do not wash their faces. This indicates the translator's 
perception of what they did in practical terms, anticipating the admonition 
in the next verse for the disciples to wash their faces. This perception is cor- 
roborated by Davies and Allison who write, “As 6:17-18 shows, what is envis- 
aged is the unnatural ... uncleanliness of the head and face" (1998-1997, 1.618). 


105 Cf. HCSB: “they make their faces unattractive.” 
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Ultimately, none of the Coptic versions convey a literal meaning of &paviCov- 
ow or the irony of the Pharisees making themselves invisible (&gavifovatw) 
in order to be visible (gavaaw). Given the syntactical and lexical difficulties, 
the reading in mae? that the Pharisees do not wash their faces is probably a 
case of translational amelioration rather than a literal rendering ofa lost read- 
ing,106 


6:16.a.4 nev[e».]. Mae? and mae! refer to “their face’, while sa? and bo^ refer 
to “their faces" (cf. NA?’). Mae?'s Vorlage may indeed have had tò mpdqwmov 
ctv, as in 01 244, as Schenke's retroversion suggests. Equally plausible is that 
the reading arose either from the translator's choice (or perhaps an indepen- 
dent scribal error), facilitated by the preponderance of occurrences of npóco- 
mov in the singular compared with plural occurrences in the New Testament 
(64:7). C£. also, for example, Matt 17:6 where the singular noun for face is used 
with the plural possessive in Greek as well as in Coptic (cf. Williams 2004, 69— 


87). 


6:16.a.5 en. Mae? has the preposition en where mae! and the other Coptic 
versions render the dative tots àv0pomotg with the preposition n-. While the 
meaning of the Greek dative is ambiguous, mae? conveys that the hypocrites 
are motivated to be seen among people to fast. 


6:16.a.6 eyxı Bex. Mae?'s conclusion about the hypocrites receiving their 
reward is identical to that of v. 5, with mae? uniquely lacking the possessive 
article for &eku; cf. 6:5.6.2. 


6:16.b Translational Analysis. Mae?'s meaning corresponds with NA?". This is so 
despite the items treated in 6:16.a. As he did in vv. 2, 5, Schenke pedantically 
retroverted the non-translatable particle xe following the formulaic Truly I tell 
you as 6tt, as if in agreement with its inclusion in most manuscripts against its 
absence in NA?". Since xe is necessary to introduce speech, however, mae? is 
not a reliable indicator of its Vorlage. 


6:16.c Textual Analysis. 


106 Under the rubric “Amelioration,” Askeland writes, “Translators might also simplify or alter 
terms or syntax which they did not understand ...” (2012a, 29). In doing so he cites Budge 
(xxiii-xxiv) and Thompson (320-321). 
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6:16.c.1 [N][ reu]. Mae? does not reliably support either NA?"s ws or donep in 
most manuscripts, for mae? renders both Greek words with wreu (on this leaf, 
cf., for example, ws 5:48; 6:10; wonep 6:7). 

6:16.c.2 mey[ea]. Since Coptic has no way of differentiating abtmv from Eavtav 
in modifying the reference to face, mae? cannot attest NA?"s adtav against the 
subsingular reading tavtôv in 03 pc. 


6:16.c.3 x8. Cf. 6:16.b. 


Matt 6:17 


[NTAK Ae axi] exNHCTEOYH Tece!°7 rekarin wwe? [m nekea €]Bad But as for you, whenever you go to 


fast, anoint your head with oil. Wash your face. 


NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 


od dé vyotetwv mae”: [wrax ae aki] 
mael: NTAK AE AKI 
Sg rene 
bo^: nook ae 
m PORE, PICS SA EE 2 m "PERS 
mael: exnucTeye 


sa?: eKNHCTEYE 


&Aeupatt cov THY maet: TORC NTeKATIH mae?: Trece TekarH 
KEPAANY sa?: TWC NTEKANH 
bo^: ewec nTeKade 


maet: sa?: bo^: X mae?: iue2 


maet: ayw 
bo^: oyog 


107 Regarding the inversion of the final two letters of rece, Schenke writes, *rece] = reec 
(Metathese von ? und c)" (2001, 38). 
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(cont.) 


NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 


TÒ TtpóctmÓv coU mae?: [14] sa?: urex 
vipa, maet: ie 
mae?: [nekea] sa?: uriekgo 
maet: nekea 
bo^: nexeo 


mae”: [e]Bad 


bo^: eBor 

mae! sa?: X 
Number of mae? mae? + mae! + bo^ - 2 mae? + mae! - 1 
common elements mae” + mae! + sa? - 1 mae? + bo^ - 1 

mae? + sa? + boô = o mae? + sa? - 1 
Unique elements — mae?: 2 maet: o sa?: 2 bo^:i 


6:17.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Mae? agrees with two or more of the ver- 
sions in six of its ten words, and has two unique elements. 


6:17.a.1 Tece Tekarm. Because mae? uses the prenominal state rather than the 
absolute, it lacks preposition u-. 


6:17.a.2 NNeg. Mae? and bo™ss expand the imperative reec with the prepositional 
object nneg to read anoint with oil. Given the meagre Greek evidence (157), 
its occurrence in Coptic probably reflects the translators’ interest in clarity or 
fullness of expression (cf. Luke 7:46 and Askeland’s discussion of explicitation, 
20124, 9-10). 


6:17.6 Translational Analysis. For axi exnucteoyu (cf. 62.6.7). 


6:17.c Textual Analysis. NA?’ indicates no textual variation. 
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Matt 638 


LINAC NTKTEMOY@NE EBdA XE [KNHCTEY]H MMENTA NNPMMH arsa rieki[or er][en nereunr] ayw 


TleKiMT quey Epak en nereu[nr] [eqeroyiay] nex: So that you will not reveal that you are fasting 


before men, but [before] your Father in secret. And your father, he sees you in secret. He will reward 


you. 
NA? Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
bmw mae?: giac 
0^: ena 

boô: è 

maet: xexec 

sa9: xeKaac 
Ly pavis Mae?: NTKTEMOYMN2 EBAXA 

bo^: urekayreuoyawne egoA108 

mae!: NNEKOYON? €BàÀ 

sa?: NNEKOYWN2 €BOÀ 
X mae! sa? bo^: X mae?: xe 
Stoic dvOpwrotc mael: uupoue EKNHCTEYe mae?: [kxuucrev]a 
vyotedwv? sa?: NNP@ME EKNHCTEYE bo^: NNIPOŒOMI EKEPNHCTEYIN 


mae?: nrieuTa, NNPMMH 


AAAA TH Tate cou 


mae”: adda TeKi [WT] 
bo^: arra TeKIwWT 


maet; adr MTEKIOT 


$39: &ÀAà MIIEKEKDT 


TÔ Èv “TH xpuqatq" 


xai 6 TATHP cou 


mae?: [er][ew nereurrr] ayw nexo. — sa?: eren nneonn ayw riekeioT 
maet: ergu NETHIT AYO riekioT 


bo^: erben rier2ur OYO? NEKIOT 


108 Both mae? and bo^ use the negative conjunctive, but bo^ uses its own special form. 
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NA?7 Similarity in Coptic versions Unique elements 
ó BAértov maet: erue mae?: quev 
bo^: conay sa?: eror 
cu er E D OU ee ea errs 
maet: epak 
sa?: epox 


£y “TÔ xpupaiw` 


mae”: eu nereu[ur] 
maet: em neTeHnT 


bo^: penneTenn 


sa?: eu nneonn 


a&modwoet cot T. 


Number of mae? 
common elements 


mae?: [eqeToyiay] next’ 


maet: eyeToyia NEK 


mae? + mae! + bo^ = 2 
mae? + mae! + sa? =1 
mae? + sa? + boô = o 


sa?: g-Na-T@WBE 


bo^: eqetayesio Nak 


mae? + mae! - 1 
mae? + bo^ = 3 
mae? + sa? = o 


Unique elements — mae?:4 mae!: o sa?: 5 bo^: 3 


6:18.a Coptic Intraversional Analysis. Despite differences, there is substantial 
homogeneity in the four versions. Mae*’s last thirteen words are actually iden- 
tical to the other Coptic versions, except for dialectal considerations and the 
present qney where the other versions use the relative to represent the sub- 
stantive participle 6 BAémwv. Mae? has four unique elements. 


6:18.a.1 x6 [xwucrev]u. Where NA?’ has the participle vnotedwv, and the other 
Coptic versions have the circumstantial, mae? has [xuucrev]u, introduced by 
xe as an independent clause. In turn, the independent clause necessarily ad- 
vances the verb prior to the preposition and object. Despite the differences, 
mae? conveys the Greek. 


109 Mae? may just as well be reconstructed similarly to bo^. 
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6:18.a.2 AneMTa. With xe, mae? introduces the independent clause [kuucrev]u 
MrieuTa, NNp@uH as the complement to ukrkTeuoyone eBar, whereas the other 
versions use the circumstantial to read NNeKoyMNe EBONA NNPWME EKNHCTEYE 
(sa9). These differences do not impact meaning, and do not justify Schenke's 
retroversion of £ynpocOev. 


6:18.a.3 qney. Cf. 6:6.a. 


6:18.b. Translational Analysis. Mae? is similar in meaning to NA2’. The four 
differences have been discussed previously: einac (6:2.6.3); xe [knuctey]x (cf. 
6:18.a.1); ureuma. cf. 6:18.a.2; epa cf. 6:4. 5.3. 


6:18.c Textual Analysis 


6:18.c.1 [KNucTey]H MmeMTa NNpwMMn. The word order in mae? is closer to the 
singular reading vyotedwy oig &vðpwroiç in 03 than to NA?”s «oic avOewrots 
vyotebwv. Coptic, however, is not a reliable indicator of word order (Plumley 
1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141). 


6:18.c.2 [et][en nereumr]. Since the meaning of NA?"s «à xpuqaíc is hardly 
different from tà xpórto in most manuscripts, mae? cannot reliably attest 
either form. Furthermore, since Coptic is not a reliable witness to the Greek 
article, mae? cannot attest NA?"s và xpv@aiw against the anarthrous form in 05 


(cf. 1.5). 


6:18.c.3 ¿v «à pavep®. Mae? attests NA?"s reading against the longer reading ¿v 
TÔ Pavep® at the end of the verse (037 0233 579 1241 pm). 


3.5 Conclusion 


3.54  dntraversional Analysis 

The intraversional analysis shows that mae? is not bewilderingly heteroge- 
neous as Schenke characterised it. When points of commonality and differ- 
ence are identified and methodically quantified, mae? seems comparable to 
the other Coptic versions, as indicated in the table: 


120 CHAPTER 3 


Intraversional unique elements and similarities 


Number of unique elements Number of similarities 


Mae? + Mae? « Mae? + 
Mae!+ Mae!+ Sa?« Mae2+ Mae? + Mae? + 
Bo^ Sa? Bo^ Mae! BoA Sa? 


es) 
e 
» 


Mae? Mae! Sa? 


5:38 
5:39 
5:40 
5:41 
5:42 
5:43 
5:44 
5:45 
5:46 
5:47 
5:4810 
6:1 
6:2 
6:3 
6:4 
6:511 
6:6 
6:7 
6:8 
6:9 
6:10 


A N Or OrFW HL HO 

N N N OF Nc N 
awh ON WY b OH 
a A 000-2 NY YO D eR 
Yb FOF FF OO Fw 
br wW OF OF OW mH 
OOoo0N-oc000fNF 
ON FO OW OBRAR 

= = O Ov OF FR 
oO 0o00N cocoo- 00 


N 
m 


ww fir 
btw 0 
anno Q 
T 
wo 
N O N O 
O O QN 
o 
2M ocu 
b eO 
H OF O 


10 


6:11 
6:12 
6:13 
6:14-15 
6:16 
6:17 
6:18 


= = O O 0 0 0 F Oo 
N N e O O NOOO 


m 
on Ont Nh b PTY o 


m 
wW e.e COiN Nh O25 c 0c APN 


m 


A N WOOF FPF OF PW 00 
m 


O ON UWF O OU FN Ie 
N N OUOU Fe Be Be we Oe Bw 
BP ew HF OF OF OF OW 
PrP NN OF OW ON FA 


wW mm ee A 0 0000 0F F 
o 


Total 78 60 115 110 32 32 12 


A 
o 
N 
oo 


14 


Total Mae? agreements with Mae! Sa? Boô: Mael: 105; Sa?: 62; Bo^: 69 


110 Mae? is too lacunose to be analysed adequately. 
111 This is the verse which erroneously incorporates a portion of v. 7. 
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Mae?'s 78 unique elements are far fewer than sa?'s 115 and bo^'s 110, and 
much closer to mae!'s low count of 6o. This quantification of mae?'s differences 
contrasts significantly with the heterogeneity that Schenke claimed could be 
discerned from an initial glimpse.!? The statistics betray Schenke's thesis all 
the more when one recalls that mae? is an arbitrary representative manuscript 
of the version it represents, and not an ideal representative (cf. n. 2 above). 

The statistical analysis suggests that Schenke's comment on what might be 
discerned at an initial glance may reflect a privileging of the two "standard" 
versions, Sahidic and Bohairic, both of which have been known and researched 
for a hundred years and more. If the fortunes of history had been reversed so 
that the Sahidic and the two Middle Egyptian versions had been well known for 
centuries, and bo^ had been the newly discovered manuscript, one wonders if 
Schenke would have similarly concluded that bo^ were a relic of a hitherto lost, 
alternative version of Matthew. 

The relative homogeneity of mae? with the other three Coptic versions 
also undermines Schenke's claims. While mae? has but 78 unique individual 
elements, there are 158 units of text (as delineated in 3.4) where mae? agrees 
with at least one other manuscript,!? 76 of which agree with at least two 
manuscripts.!^ Of course, the units of text delineated herein typically include 
more than one individual element—and often many—so that the number of 
mae?'s common elements is much higher than unique elements. Thus, mae? 
seems more like the rest of the Coptic tradition than different." 

Schenke himself recognised that there are similarities between mae? and 
the other versions, but concluded that the similarities show that mae? had an 
influence on the other Coptic translations (2001, 31). While the text of mae? 
may have influenced the other versions, such a theory is unnecessary, for the 
intraversional similarities seem explicable enough on the basis of substantially 
similar Vorlagen.!6 Since Schenke denies that mae? and the other Coptic ver- 


112 Cf.n.10f the present chapter. Cf. also Boismard: "Il suffit de parcourir des yeux ces textes 
mis en parallèle pour constater que [mae?] suit pas à pas le texte classique" (20032, 395). 

113 This is the sum total of (mae? + mae! «bo^ = 31) + (mae? + mae! + sa? = 32) + (mae? + sa? 
+ bo^ = 13) + (mae? + mae! = 39) + (mae? + bo^ = 26) + (mae? + sa? = 16). 

114 This is the sum total of (mae? + mae! +bo4 = 31) + (mae? + mae! + sa? = 32) + (mae? + sa? 
+ bo^ = 13). 

115 The statistical analysis was designed to indicate differences. While it does quantify points 
of agreement, it is capable of doing so only between mae? and one or two of the other 
versions, and not between all four. 

116 Some of the similarities are due to dialectal proximity, especially for mae? and mae!. 
Further analysis is necessary to posit any influence of mae? upon mael. 
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sions have a similar Vorlage, he necessarily resorts to claiming that mae? influ- 


enced the other versions, however plausible or implausible such a claim might 


be. 


3.5.2  Synatactical Differences 
The following chart indicates the readings which are significantly different 
from NA?’, with a brief summary of the explanation in the preceding full 


analysis. 
Summary chart of significant syntactical differences 
Alternate Greek 
NA?” Mae? readings!” Explanation 
5:41.42 piov Ev NOY?AOYTN à Neither the Latin loanword piñov, 
(certain) distance nor its Coptic form, occur elsewhere 
in Greek or Coptic literature. The 
translator may have deemed both 
unacceptable for literary use, 
prompting him to convey an 
unspecified distance, similar to that in 
sa?. 
5:45.0. OvateMel... — qTAOYA ... QTAOYà. Mae? uses the same verb twice, both of 
Boxer he sends ... he sends which have parallel objects, while NA?” 


has two different verbs, with only the 
first having an object complement. 
Mae?'s use of the finite verb, however, is 
closer to NA?’ than the other Coptic 
versions’ use of the causal infinitive, 
and mae”’s use of a verb of motion is 
closer to NA?"s avatéAet than the 


other versions' verb of luminosity. 


117 The fourth column was meant to include those Greek witnesses which correspond to mae? 


in these passages which differ from NA”. As it turns out, there is but one case of Greek 


correspondence to any of these mae? readings, probably coincidental (6:17.a.2). 
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Alternate Greek 
NA?” Mae? readings Explanation 
5:45.b ¿nì movnpovds  w[w.][rae]oc men Mae?'s agreement with two of the other 
xod dyaods... [mt Ai]koc ... Coptic versions in word order may 
¿nì dicatovg — sta [1] [Katoc] un reflect a more natural or preferred 
xai &dixoug ni[peq]epnasn sequence of the word pairs. 
the good and the 
unjust ... the just 
and sinners 
6:2.a 8otac0Qcty [eyexiaoy eBar] Mae?'s shift from men being the agents 
ond tv [u]neuura of glorification to being the locus of 
avOpwrwy Np[@un] they will glorification represents an imprecise 
receive glory before translation. 
men 
6:4.a.1 joovn TETNEACHUO[CYNH | Incongruity of the subject's 
érenuoovvy — your (pl) grammatical number occurs here 
charitable deeds and in 6:7, 16. This leaf has over 80 
indicators of grammatical number 
for the second person, alternating 
frequently between singular and plural. 
The lack of congruity may have 
happened accidentally or intentionally. 
6:4.a.3 amodwcet oot eqet nex The Coptic pronoun in the assertion 
NTeyaesw their that the father will give the disciple 
reward “their” reward lacks a clear antecedent. 
The rendering may be a deficiency in 
translation or a scribal error in which 
the exemplar had nrexaesiw. 
6:5.6.2 améxovow Tov eyx1 BeK[H] The use of the compound may make 


pic06y adtay 


receiving a reward 


mae”’s lack of a possessive article and 
personal intermediate unnecessary 
since it conveys, “they have been 


compensated.’ So also 6:16.a.6. 
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Summary chart of significant syntactical differences (cont.) 


Alternate Greek 
NA?7 Mae? readings Explanation 
6:7..1 IIpocev- aki Ae Cf. 6:4.a.1 in this chart. 
Xóyevot EKNETIPOÇEYXE 
Whenever you (sg.) 
may pray 
6:7.b.1 uy une[pep oy ]MHa@H Mae? and two of other Coptic versions 
Battañoyh- ^ Wcexu do not make represent the one Greek verb with a 
onte a bunch of words phrase, perhaps reflecting the difficulty 
of the Greek word’s representation 
6:8.a.1 oldev ... 6 [yc]aoyn he knows Scribal error, whether Greek or Coptic, 
mop ouv or translational carelessness cannot 
be ruled out to explain the lack of 
representation of ó matyp budv. There 
seems to be no motive for a conscious 
avoidance of its representation. 
Regardless, the referent is clear in 
mae?, 
6:9.b npocevyeoðe — n[erer]ueem you Mae? uses the loanword for aitéw, 
should ask rather than a more usual word for to 
pray. Aitéw is, in fact, used to convey to 
pray in Greek, and the loanword is used 
in reference to entreaty of the Father 
elsewhere in mae?. eri was probably 
attracted to v. 9 through its occurrence 
in the final phrase of v. 8. 
6:.b TOV deTOV [nen][aix n]pectu Mae? and the other Coptic versions 
Yu v TOV bread of tomorrow render the enigmatic reference to daily 
&rttobctoy bread in accord with one of the three 


major interpretations held by the 
church fathers. 
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Alternate Greek 
NA?” Mae? readings Explanation 
6:14- TAPATTOMATA -TIPATTTOMA. In the passage, none of the Coptic 
15.0.3 trespasses versions refer to occurrences of 
trespasses in NA?’ with formal 
equivalence. The variety of readings in 
Coptic may be due to scribal error, 
harmonisation, subsequent correction 
to competing Greek readings, or even 
to translational preferences for the sake 
of euphony. 
636.4. — vyotebyte [5x]aaw[i Cf. 6:4.a.1 in this chart. 
e]kneu[ucrevu] 
Whenever you (sg.) 
may fast 
6:6.0(3 dpaviovow  [meoy]in They are The Greek’s literal meaning is difficult 
wont not to wash to understand in this context. Mae? 
renders it interpretively in light of v. 17. 
6:6.a.6 — àmÉyoucty Tov eyxı Beku receiving Cf. 6:5. 5.2 in this chart. 
pic00v adtav | a reward 
6:7.a.2  dAenpalcou ^ rece Tekarm Nne? 157 Mae? and bo" specify that it is with 
THY KEgaAHY anoint your head oil that the disciple is to anoint his 
with oil head. The expansion probably reflects 


the translators’ interest in clarity or 


fullness of expression. 


The critical issue in assessing Schenke's claims is not whether the syntax 


and vocabulary in mae? is different from the other Coptic versions, or 


whether it lacks formal equivalence with the extant Greek tradition. To be 


sure, such considerations are relevant in concluding that mae? is an inde- 


pendent translation. For Schenke's thesis, however, the question is whether 


mae? conveys the meaning of the Greek as it is known to us through the extant 


manuscript tradition. This analysis indicates mae? does indeed do so. 
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3.5.21 Differences in Meaning 
The analysis has shown that mae? consistently conveys a meaning comparable 
to that found in NA?7, There are only five exceptions to this conclusion: 


1. Where NA?’ uses the Latin loanword piAtov, mae? conveys a distance of 
unspecified length, much like sa? (cf. 5:41.a.2). 

2. The translator conveys that hypocrites give charitably so that they might 
receive praise before men, rather than being praised by them (6:2.a). 

3. There were three instances in which mae? has a different grammatical num- 
ber for the second person (6:4.a.1; 6:7.a.1; 6:16.a.1). 

4. Mae? conveys that the Father will give to the disciple "their reward," with 
"their" having an unclear antecedent (6:4.a.3). 


Additionally the text of 6:5 is significantly different from that of NA’, 
but this almost certainly reflects a scribal blunder (parablepsis involving 
6:7). 

Such differences, so few, so insignificant, so reasonably explicable, can hard- 
ly justify Schenke's thesis, especially when mae? otherwise so consistently con- 
veys a similar meaning as that of NA?" 


3.5.2.2 Schenke's Retroversion 

Schenke assumed, without justification or explanation, that mae? is a formal 
equivalent translation of its Vorlage,!!?* and this assumption is reflected in 
his retroversion. In nearly every verse, Schenke discerns an underlying Greek 
text that differs from every extant manuscript, not because of a difference in 
meaning, but because of a difference in syntax or vocabulary. Obviously, if 
Schenke's assumption that mae? is a formal equivalent translation is incorrect, 
then a formal equivalent retroversion will produce a text wildly divergent from 
all known readings, as would be the case, for example, for a retroversion of a 
modern translation such as NLT. 

The impracticality of Schenke's retroversion method may be illustrated by 
two more or less typical examples. In keeping with Coptic convention, all four 
versions use xe to introduce discourse in 6:2 (and elsewhere), yet Schenke 
retroverts it formally with the otherwise unattested tı. Likewise, in 5:42, all 
four versions have the negative imperative for "Do not turn away" which is 


118 “Es ist auch meist ohne weiteres möglich, die griechische Vorlage der Sonderlesarten von 
mae 2 durch den koptischen Wortlaut hindurch zu erkennen und zu rekonstruieren" (2001, 


31). 
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a perfectly normal way to translate NA?”s uh dnoctpagys, yet Schenke again 
retroverts it formally with an unattested reading. If Schenke were to retrovert 
the other versions similarly, he would have to hypothesise alternative Vorlagen 


for all of them, for they often share the same syntax and vocabulary with each 
other.!!? 


3.5.5 Correspondence with Textual Variants 

Instead of assuming the Vorlage solely on the basis of formal equivalency, 
mae?'s Vorlage may be more accurately inferred if the particulars of the conjec- 
tured text are guided by known Greek readings, the translator’s habits, and the 
linguistic conventions of the receptor language. When variants are involved, 
however, this method requires a greater tentativeness, for mae?'s text often cor- 
responds in meaning to more than one reading. 

In the foregoing analysis, all Greek variants listed in NA?’ were compared 
with mae?'s text. There are 45 passages with Greek variants in NA?” for 5:38- 
6:18. Mae? could not be determined to support reliably any variant in 32 pas- 
sages, due to mae?'s lacunose text, translational ambiguity, or obvious scribal 
error. The remaining 14 cases all support the reading found in NA?2’.!20 

The analysis of the present chapter involves only 5:38-6:18, and does not 
rule out possible block mixture. Nonetheless, the textual analyses in the fol- 
lowing chapters produce similar results. Moreover, the unanimous agreement 
between mae? and NA?’ in the 13 unambiguous passages analysed herein is sim- 
ilar to the analysis in chapter two of the 15 variant passages involving significant 
additions or omissions. 

The data from this chapter will be revisited in chapter six below. 


Excursus: Assessment of Boismard’s Analysis 


In 2003, Boismard published an article on 5:38-6:33 (2003a) and a book (2003b) 
covering the whole of mae”, both using the same method and format. He 
claimed that his research confirmed Schenke's hypothesis of an alternative 
Vorlage (20032, 387), asserting that mae? may be a witness to what he called "le 


119 One is tempted to conclude that Schenke's Greek text is merely a formal rendering of 
mae?'s Coptic. However, this is not how he explains it (cf. n. 13 above, and 3.1.2.2), and 
this is not how Boismard understood it (cf. Excursus below). Moreover, if this were his 
intention, then his literal German translation would be redundant. 

120 The14are discussed above in sections 5:40.a.2; 5:41.8.3; 5:44.c (two readings); 5:47.c.2; 6:2.c; 
6:4.c.3; 6:6.c; 6:7.c; 6:8.c.1; 6:8.c.2; 6:10.c.1; 6:13.c; 6:18.c.3. 
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texte oriental" (2003b, 189), one which agrees frequently with Syriac, Georgian, 
and Armenian. Since it is Boismard's basic method which is faulty, and since 
there is considerable overlap between his article and this present chapter, and 
since all of Boismard's analysis is based on Schenke's retroversion and not on 
mae?’s Coptic text, I have chosen to conclude this chapter with only a summary 
assessment. 

Boismard's fundamental fault is that he seems not to have consulted the 
Coptic text at all, but to have relied entirely upon Schenke's retroversion.!2! 
Indeed, the core of both book and article is Schenke's retroversion placed side 
by side with NA2’, with indications of their disagreements, and an apparatus 
of the retroversion's supporting witnesses. Since Schenke's retroverted text is 
unreliable whenever it disagrees with NA?’, Boismard's analysis is regularly 
unfounded. 

Boismard argued that mae? has a special relationship with the Armenian 
and Georgian versions (2003a, 396). Based on Schenke's reconstruction, he 
cited eight instances in 5:38-6:38 where they seem to reflect the same otherwise 
unattested readings. In addition to whatever translational considerations for 
Georgian and Armenian are necessary to compare their Vorlagen with mae? 
(cf. Briére 1977, 199-214; Rhodes 1977, 171-181), Boismard's eight passages are 
also problematic in regard to mae?'s underlying text, as indicated in prior 
discussion: 


Boismard'5 eight passages where he asserts textual affinities between mae? and the 
Georgian and Armenian versions 


Cross- 
NA?7 Mae? and Schenke's retroversion reference 
5:42 Tov 0£Xovxa rieroveoy; Schenke: ao tod 8éAovto¢ 5:40.b 
5:46 tovs dyar@vtas buds — [NNeT] Me un [oru] METH; Schenke: tovs 5:46.b.1 
cyamavras buds óvov 
6:2 ehenuootvyy nTeke[ Ae ]HMOC[ yNH; Schenke: thv éAenLoovwyv Gov 1.5; 6:14—15.c.3 
6:3 00 ntak; Schenke: có Cf. 6:3.b.1 


121 In the preface to the book, Boismard wrote, “L Auteur a eu l'excellente idée d'accom- 
pagnerle texte copte d' une traduction en allemande, et surtout d' une rétroversion en grec: 
c'est elle que nous utiliserons pour nos analyses" (2003, 7). Note Boismard's enthusiasm 
for Schenke's retroversion in n. 12 above. 
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Cross- 
NA?? Mae? and Schenke's retroversion reference 
6:8 pù ov óptotefjce &ro rw unepinn; Schenke: bpets py óuouo0fjce Cf. 6:8.6.1 
6:8 pù obv ópotefjce NT@TN unepinn; Schenke: opes py opowwSyjte Cf. 1.5 
612 xal peç k[o]; Schenke: pes Cf. 1.5122 
635 Tots d&vôpwrorç [NNPOMH nnevnra parrra]ua; Schenke: tà Cf. 6:14-15.b.3 


TAPATTWATA VUOV 


Summarily, Boismard's method is problematic for four reasons.!?? First, he was 
dependent upon Schenke's unreliable retroversion, and came to untenable 
conclusions that could have been avoided through an examination of the Cop- 
tic. Secondly, he prints Schenke's retroversion without indication of lacunae, 
ignoring the uncertainty of its reconstructed text. Thirdly, he neglects to note 
agreement between mae? and the other Coptic versions which may support a 
translational explanation for mae?'s readings. Fourthly, it is Latin translations 
ofthe Georgian and Armenian versions that he compares with Schenke's retro- 
verted texts, as if a comparison of Latin translations of Georgian and Armenian 
translation texts with Schenke's retroversion of mae*’s Coptic text could reli- 
ably indicate affiliation of the various versions’ respective Greek Vorlagen.!?* 
Thus, in like manner, Boismard conjectured otherwise lost Greek readings on 
the basis of mae"'s putative agreement with 21 readings in Tatian's Diatessaron, 
18 in the Syriac versions, and 23 in Old Latin (20032, 396—398). This adds up to 
70 lost Greek readings just in 5:38—6:33. Yet mae? manages to convey a meaning 
that is compatible with known Greek readings in every instance.!25 

A further word is necessary regarding Boismard's failure to cite agreements 
between mae? and other Coptic versions. Nowhere in his book or article does 
Boismard cite mae! or recognise its existence. It is particularly curious that he 


122 Note that three of the four Coptic versions lack representation of xati. 

123 Ihave deemed these four flaws unworthy of documentation in light of space constraints, 
although the flaws are abundantly evident throughout Boismard's two works. 

124 “La version géorgienne a été éditée par Robert P. Blake ... Elle est accompagnée d'une 
traduction latine et c'est elle que nous citerons" (2003a, 389). For the Armenian text, 
Boismard cites Louis Leloir's Citations du Nouveau Testament dans l'ancienne tradition 
arménienne, and writes: "Le texte arménien est accompagné d'une traduction latine et 
c'est elle que nous citerons" (2003b, 11). 

125 Boismard concedes this essential agreement; cf. p. 46 n. 10. 
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would prioritise citation of so many sources (Latin, Syriac, Armenian, Georgian, 
the Diatessaron of Venice, the Pepys harmony, and even late medieval Syriac 
church fathers), yet fail to cite mael. As it turns out, it seems probable that 
Boismard was unaware of mae! although its editio princeps appeared in 1981, 
and was known by papyrologists at least since the 1960s (Schenke 1980, 312). 
This apparent ignorance is corroborated by Boismard himself when he claimed 
that the siglum "Mae" was used in reference to Codex Schøyen in NA?" appara- 
tus,!26 even though Codex Schøyen was virtually unknown for at least six years 
after NA?"'s initial publication. Of course, “mae” is the siglum that NA?’ uses for 
mael, and not for mae?, a point that, surprisingly, evades Boismard and seems 
explicable only if Boismard were ignorant of mae!.!?7 

In his book, using the same method, attendant with the same kinds of errors, 
Boismard appeals to other passages to affirm that mae? is comprised of an 
otherwise lost text that has been redacted with "classical" Matthew. His method 
led him to conclude that mae? (or rather, mae? as Boismard knew it through 
Schenke's retroversion) has two levels of redaction, and that the two levels may 
be discerned in the following items found in mae?: 


mae?’s doublets!28 

— anomalies in the text!29 

— harmonisations!?0 

— correspondences with the Pepys harmony 


126 “Dans l’ apparat critique [i.e., Boismard's apparatus], les variantes du papyrus copte sont 
désignées par le sigle Mae, abrégé de ‘Moyen égyptien; sigle utilisé par Schenke et aussi 
dans? édition critique de Nestle-Aland" (2003b, 10). Actually, Schenke uses the siglum mae 
2 (2001, 13), which itself should have given Boismard a moment for pause. 

127 One can hardly suppress the bafflement over a senior scholar engaging in researching and 
writing of this sort oftext-critical monograph on Codex Schøyen (mae?) without knowing 
Codex Scheide (mae!). 

128 The term is poorly defined (2003b, 190—191). From the list of 14 “doublets,” one might 
surmise a broad definition involving differences between Schenke's retroversion and NA?” 
in key words such as évepyodcw (NA??) and braxovotew (Schenke) in 14:2, or clauses 
where one or more element is placed at a different position with attending syntactical 
differences. 

129 Boismard (2003b, 192-193) cites ten passages, such as 16:18 where the plural form gen mnu 
occurs in mae? although its parallel in the preceding line has the singular gen Tnu. Cf. for 
example my discussion below in 28:1.a.4. 

130 Some harmonisations seem clear:17:9 (John 7:39, etc.); 26:51 (John 18:10); the double amen 
in 12 passages (there are seven occurrences of the single amen); 27:60 (John 19:41). Most 
ofthe others cited by Boismard seem less likely. 
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Semitisms which are otherwise not present in "classical" Matthew!?! 
— lack of correspondence of conjunctions and particles with NA?" (cf. 1.5) 
- a tendency toward the active voice where NA?” has the passive 


depiction of the non-violence of Jesus.!?? 


Given the extent to which Boismard’s method is flawed, a comprehensive 
examination of his argument probably is not warranted. No doubt, there is 
evidence of intentional harmonisation in mae’, but this is a phenomenon 
abundantly attested not only in the other versions, but in the Greek manuscript 
tradition as well; if harmonisation can be found in the more restrictive process 
of word for word copying in manuscript reproduction, how much more so in 
the more complex and freer process of translation.?? Further, undoubtedly 
there are inconcinnities in mae?, just as there might be in other translations; 
given the version’s apparent early date, short life span, and the limited amount 
of time it might have had for revision, one would expect a greater number of 
“anomalies” in mae? than later more widely used versions.!5+ Thus, individual 
elements noted by Boismard may be interesting, even compelling. Nonetheless, 
since Boismard makes no attempt to explain particular readings in mae? by 
analysing its Coptic text in its own syntactical environment and linguistic 
milieu, the whole of his hypothesis is put into doubt. My own analysis of 
5:38-6:18 makes his hypothesis especially doubtful since mae? is shown to 
convey the meaning of NA?’ with great regularity. 

Boismard's use of Schenke's retroversion illustrates how detrimental the 
retroversion is. Baarda criticised Schenke's retroversion, stating that despite 
Schenke's caveats, "it still will be used as if this Greek reconstruction of the Vor- 
lage of the Coptic text ever existed in this form, quod non" (2004, 267). Bois- 
mard's two works justify Baarda's concern. Boismard said that the reconstruc- 


131 Again, many of Boismard's proposed examples, if not most, are ill-founded on Schenke's 
retroversion. What Boismard thinks are Semitisms in Schenke's retroverted Greek text 
reflect typical Coptic conventions. 

132 This point is based primarily upon the reading of 2112-13 where Jesus is said merely to 
have found the buyers and sellers in the Temple. The leaf has the verb intact, but lacks 
about 6-10 letters at the end ofthe line, with other lacunae as well, making other elements 
uncertain. Boismard, however, does not reveal that any lacunae are involved. Boismard's 
other examples merely involve Jesus being less extreme in his words, such as him telling 
someone something rather than commanding such (9:30; 14:22; 16:23; 21:6; 2003b, 220). 

133 See Askeland on translational interference from assimilation and memorization (2012a, 
38-39). 

134 See Metzger's quotation in n. 18 above. 
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tion was the most valuable aspect of Schenke's edition for non-Coptic readers 
(cf. n. 11), but in fact, the retroversion mars what is otherwise an excellent edi- 
tion by Schenke. Instead of being led to incorrect conclusions in nearly every 
verse by using the retroversion, a non-Coptic reader would be better served by 
reading Schenke's excellent literal German reading which he provides on the 
facing pages of the manuscript transcription. 


CHAPTER 4 


Syntax and Representation of Matt 12:3-27 


4.1 Introduction 


4.1.1 State of Preservation 

The next leaf for analysis constitutes pages 29-30 of the codex, containing 
12:3-27. It is perhaps the best preserved leaf of the manuscript, containing 
about 1500 letters and sense unit spaces altogether, although 100-130 letters 
are missing, mostly at the corners. There is little need for reconstruction, and 
the several produced by Schenke are probably correct, except for readings 
in v. 15 and possibly vv. 4, 17 (discussed below).! I have however, provided 
my own transcription for each verse below. It largely collaborates Schenke's 
transcription, except that mine indicates a greater uncertainty than his in many 
cases. 


412 Mae?asa Witness to "Canonical" Matthew 
The previous two chapters have already shown that mae? is not an alterna- 
tive Matthew, but is substantially the same Matthew that is known in the 
extant manuscript tradition. I do not focus on refuting Schenke's claim further, 
although there is much in 12:3-27 to corroborate my earlier discussion in chap- 
ter 3. In particular, two points may be summarised. 

First, the same kind of homogeneity and heterogeneity between mae? and 
the other Coptic versions is evident in 12:3-27 as in 5:38-6:18. This is important 
since mae"'s frequent agreement with the other Coptic versions where the syn- 
tax differs significantly from NA?’ suggests that the differences are translational 
rather than textual. Conversely, the considerable number of unique readings 
in sa?, bo^, and mae! imply that mae? also is likely to have unique renderings 
as a matter of course, without implying differences in their respective Vorla- 
gen. 

Mae?'s homogeneity with the other Coptic versions can be illustrated by 
12:22 where nine of mae?'s twelve words are identical with two, if not three 
of the other versions (excepting dialectal features), while only one element 
is unique (the singular article in mung the crowd). On the other hand, the 
heterogeneity of the Coptic versions is evident in 1218 where sa? has seven 


1 The reconstructions in vv. u, 14, 26 also raise questions, but can hardly be improved. 
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unique elements, bo^ has five, mae? has three, and mae! has one. In 12:3-27, 
mae? has slightly more agreement with bo^ (see especially vv. 3, 9, 11, 14, 15, 
18, 25, 26) than with mae! (see especially vv. 7, 10, 16, 18, 19, 23, 27), whereas in 
5:38-6:18, mae? has slightly more agreement with mae! than with bo^. 

Secondly, the present chapter corroborates the previous conclusions which 
showed Schenke's retroversion to be little more than a slavish, formal equiva- 
lent translation of mae?'s Coptic into Greek. A single example may suffice. In 
Jesus' assertion that it is lawful to do good on the Sabbath, all Greek witnesses 
put the dative object coic ocfBact prior to xaAd> motetv, while all four Coptic 
versions postpone the Sabbath reference to the last position (12:12). This varia- 
tion in word order reflects a typical concession to the receptor language (Lay- 
ton 2004, 146), but Schenke's retroversion suggests that mae?'s Vorlage (and by 
implication the Vorlagen ofall four Coptic versions) puts the Sabbath reference 
in the last position. Because chapter three showed Schenke's retroversion to be 
entirely unviable, I generally avoid commenting on it further. 


44.3 Presentation of Analysis 

In this and the next chapter I emphasise the translator's method and habits of 
rendering his Greek text, with a view toward establishing his Vorlage. The analy- 
sis has two components, a translational analysis and a textual analysis. For the 
textual analysis, I continue to analyse every variant cited in NA?"s apparatus 
which is attested by Greek New Testament manuscripts. I also give considera- 
tion to any variant cited in the other apparatuses which might correspond to 
the reading of mae? where mae?'s meaning differs from that of NA?", although 
in actual practice, such readings rarely occur (12:24.a.1). 

As in the previous chapter, whenever a verse has any of the frequently 
recurring syntactical elements listed in 1.5, I indicate such by writing "Cf. 1.5" 
at the pertinent section heading. My comments such as "The verse has no 
syntactical differences from NA?"' or "There are two syntactical differences" 
are not to be taken absolutely, but as being duly qualified by the data in 


1.5. 
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4.2 Verse by Verse Analysis 


Matt 12:3 


Mae? rore riexeq naoy [xe unie ]| Tn09)] NTMTN uriere2 [ayera eq erga [qeka. 
Men] NH eruayneuneq Then he said to them, “Have you, for your part, not 
read that which David did while he hungered, and the ones who were 
with him?" 


NA27 6 dé eÎnev adtots: obx &véyvwte ti enotnoev Aavid öte émetvacey xal of peT’ 
avtod, 


12:3.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? conveys the same message as NA?". 
There is but one syntactical difference of note. Mae? uses the inflected modifier 
NTÆTN, without duets being in the Greek. The pattern, however, is well attested, 
especially in the Middle Egyptian versions.? Indeed, mae? has wror(e)u in 
three of the four extant occurrences of the formulaic, “Have you never read ...?" 
(12:3; 21:425 22:31). 


12:3.b Textual Analysis. NA?’ indicates no variation. 


Matt 12:4 


Mae? eaqgu e(g)ovn enni up[t eaqai] NNENai(K) NTE npoeeceic eAqoYaMoyY 
eugyo)[u neq] EN EOYAMOY OY.AH NKAOYH erusy(u)eu[u]eq AMMHTI NOYEB 
uueru “He went into the house of God. He took the loaves of the presence. 
He ate, while not being lawful for him to eat, nor for the other ones who 
were with him—except the priests alone.” 


NA27 rac elaofAdev elc tov obxov tod Beo xoi tobs &ptous THs MpobEcEwS "ëpayov, 
FB ox e&dv Hy abt@ payetv oddé tolç uev adtod, el uh tots tepedow pdvotc; 


12:4.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


2 For mae?: 6:8, 9, 30; 12:3, 34; 13:16; 15:16b; 20:26; 21:42; 22:31; 23:318; 25:41; 2814. For mae: 6:8, 9, 
30; 12:3, 34; 13:16; 15:16b; 28:14. For sa?: 6:9; 12:34; 20:26. For bo^: 6:9, 30; 13:16. 
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12:4.0.1 t&c. Greek xác connects the rhetorical question and the narrative 
details: have you not read how David entered the temple. By not representing 
this connector, mae? simplifies its text, moving directly from the question to 
the David story, as seen also in some English versions (cf. NIV NRSV, etc.). 


12:4.a.2 [gaqqu]. Where the right margin is broken off, Schenke provides the 
uncertain reconstruction [eaqui], conveying he took. The reconstruction as- 
sumes that the preposition n- (N-Nenai(x)) indicates a preceding verb in the 
absolute state. For this, Schenke conjectures ?a««q similar to Luke 6:4 where 
David is said to have taken the loaves. 

If the reconstruction is correct, it may reflect a Vorlage containing the poorly 
attested reading £Aofev in mae?'s secondary ally 892 (cf. 6.3.1 below). Alterna- 
tively, a scribe may have harmonised the text to Luke 6:4 independently, either 
in the Greek or in Coptic. Another possibility is that the Vorlage had the same 
reading as NA?’, but that ẹaqqı was supplied in translation to explicate the 
assumed acquisition of the bread; this inclusion of qı without Greek correspon- 
dence is seen in 25:25; 27:7; 28:12, 18. 

The presence of gaqqi is uncertain, however. The scribe may have added the 
preposition u- carelessly, a phenomenon made easier by Coptic's pervasive use 
of n- (e.g., (u]wre in 25:13; cf. Kahle 1954, 105). Without ns, the text could be 
reconstructed similarly to bo^, as indicated by the chart: 


Schenke's eaqa@u elejoyn erui MO[F aqq] NNenai(K) NTE nipoeeceic. gaqoyamoy 


Reconstruction he went into the house of God; he took the loaves of the presence; he ate them. 


Alternative eaqa@u elejoyn enni MO[F aovo] {n}nenai(x) wre npoeeceic. gaqoyamoy 


Reconstruction he went into the house of God and the loaves of the presence he ate them 


Bo^ nac aqge naq EHOYN erui ubt ovo? NIOIK NTE Tripoeecic + aqoyouoy 


how he went into the house of God and ate the loaves of the presence. 
If mae? had a text similar to bo^, then it would have preserved the Greek's 
chiastic structure, against the Coptic tendency to put the complement after 
the verb (Layton 2004, 146): 
he went into the house of God 


and 


the bread of the presence he ate 
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Layton notes, however, that “the order of expansion elements is not rigidly 
determined. In actual texts it varies quite a lot ..., expressing the author's free 
rhetorical choices and overall textual arrangement. Euphony ... may also have 
played a part." Similarly, mae? also preserves the chiasm in 22:7, for example. 


12:4.b Textual Analysis 
12:4.b.1 [eaqqu]. Cf. 12:4.a.2. 


12:4.0.2 e» «ova MoY. NA?” awkwardly reads that David entered the temple and 
they ate (Epayov) the loaves, without identifying the plural subject. The reading 
is supported by mae?'s closest allies 01 03 pc (cf. 6.3.2.1). The rest of the tradition 
has the singular verb (£goryev), agreeing with the subject David. Mae? also uses 
the singular in reference to David, against its closest allies and NA?". In this 
case, however, mae? may not be a reliable witness to its Vorlage. 

The shift from the plural to the singular could have been a Coptic scribal 
error, involving a mere exchange of similar letters, (-q- and -y-). The error may 
have been facilitated by context since the singular subject David had just been 
referenced, and the plural nominal subject is left unexpressed not only in the 
initial phrase, but also unexpressed in the second phrase, and even in the 
third; David's men are not explicated until the fourth phrase. This makes the 
mental retention of the plural subject difficult. Moreover, since such variation 
happened in the lesser task of manuscript reproduction, it is all the more likely 
to have happened in the more complex task of translation. 


12:4.0.3 enayaya. Mae? does not reliably attest either NA?”s singular relative 
pronoun 6 or the masculine plural variant otc, for mae? has the circumstantial 
with impersonal yg» entailing a syntactical environment sufficiently different 
from the Greek that its Vorlage cannot be discerned. 


Matt 12:5 


Mae? xen uner(u)og) ei n[uo]uo[c] xe epHi gen TcABBACON noyes udiepo[nu 
c]exo[e]eu uncaBBaco'n’ ceeipu MMAOY NAITNaBH "Or have you not read 
in the law that on the Sabbath, the temple priests profane the Sabbath? 
They do it without sinning.” 


NA?” j| ox dveyvwte ev TH vóu OTL T xoic cá BBotty ol lepets Ev TH lepi TO 
c&pporrov BeByAodow xal &vaitoi ict; 
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12:5.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:5.0.1 ricaBBa eon. Although NA?" has the plural, mae? (and comparably sa?) 
uses the singular for Sabbath in all of its nine extant occurrences, and so does 
not reliably represent the Greek grammatical number for Sabbath. 


12:5.0.2 NOYEB Mdiepon. Where NA?’ has oi tepets ev TH (ep, mae? (and similarly, 
mae!) has noyes udiepon. Instead of a mark of relationship, the assimilated n- 
is probably the simple preposition (Layton 2004, 164), which may be used to 
translate the Greek dative and év (Crum 2005, 215). 


12:5.b Textual Analysis. A few manuscripts include the preposition év before tots 
a&BBacw (04 05 032 pc). Unfortunately, Schenke retroverts mae?’s gen as sup- 
porting this reading. In reality, all the Coptic versions include the preposition 
as a normal representation for the dative construction (cf. also vv. 10-12). Thus, 
mae? and the other Coptic versions are not reliable in their attestation to either 
reading. 


Matt 12:6 


Mae? anak e@ TXO muac xe TINAX epiepon qurieiue “But I myself say that the 
greater than the temple is here.” 


NA27 Aéyw dé duty Sti x00 iepo0 "pet%v eotw $86. 


12:6.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:6.0.1 ANAK gw. The personal independent anak with the inflected modifier 
for the formulaic “I say to you,” is not atypical. Occurrences in mae? without 


the intensive Greek pronoun are found in 12:6, 36; 19:9; cf. also 11:29™2¢! sa9 boa; 
16:15mael sa9 bo, 18:20529; 27:241nael 43mael sa9 boA. 


12:6.a.2 butv. Although mae? usually represents the second person plural com- 
plement in the formulaic A£yc òè bpty, it is not represented here. It may have 
been omitted by error, whether in translation or in inscription. Regardless, the 
formula is regularly used to introduce timeless truths for all people, and as such, 
its meaning can be conveyed without representation of byiv. 
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12:6.b Textual Analysis. Since Coptic does not have the neuter gender, mae?'s 
masculine mnax is not a reliable witness for the masculine reading pet@wv 
against NA?"s neuter peiov. 


Matt 12:7 
Mae? eue gaTninn xe ov[ue]u rietoYea)q ayw NOYEYCIa EN TH NNATETNNH- 
e Y Y 


TAXH NiarrwaBH en TH “Ifyou had known that it is mercy which I desire 
and not sacrifice, you would not have accused the innocent.” 


NA?" ci 8& &yvoxxetce ti tot. £Aeog FeAw xal od Juriav, ovx dv xatedixcoate TOÙÇ 
àvattiovç. 


12:7.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae? conforms to typical Coptic conven- 
tions conveying irrealis (Layton 2004, 411), expressing the same meaning as 
NA”. 


12:7.b Textual Analysis. NA?” indicates no textual variation. 


Matt 12:8 


Mae? moc rap uricaBBAoON ne riayapa unpœmn. “For the Son of Man is Lord of 
the Sabbath." 


NA?" »üptoc Y&p ¿otv x00 caPBatov 6 vidg tod avOpwmov. 


12:8.a Translational Analysis. The nominal sentence pattern in mae? conforms 
to typical Coptic conventions (Layton 2004, 203), conveying the same meaning 
as NA?7, 


12:8.b Textual Analysis. NA?" indicates no textual variation. 
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Matt 12:9 


Mae? ereaqoyores eBar MMEOY gaqi eeovu EeTeYcyNar@rH When he crossed 
over from there, he came into their synagogue. 


NA?” Kai petaBdc exeibev 191A0&v elc THY cuvaywyhy ori tv 


12:9.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae?'s syntax and meaning are close to 
NA?’, 


12.9.6 Textual Analysis. The nominal subject 6 'Icoóc occurs in 04 022 042. Mae? 
probably supports NA?" since mae? has a tendency to represent formally the 
corresponding nominal and pronominal forms of reference to Jesus, although 
not consistently (cf. 2.4). 


Matt 12:10 


Mae? eaqi eperq NXH OYPMH epe TeqXix MOYMOY NAYQ)INH MMAY TIH XE 
ezec(r)u eeaparieYoYH MICABBAOON NAY€0) KATHTOPEl MMAq TH A man 
having his hand withered came to him. They asked him, "Is it lawful to 
heal on the Sabbath?" They wanted to accuse him. 


NA?” xaiiðoù ğvðpwnroç "xeipo £ytov Enpdv. xai Eexnpwtnaav adtov Aéyovrec: ei 
&Eec tty volg cá B Batoty Ceparedoan; tva xatyyopnowat adtod. 


12:10.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12.10.4.1 gaqi eperq. With the support of 01 03 04 032 892 pc, NA?” introduces 
the man with the withered hand with elliptical i805, without predication of 
existence. Most manuscripts, however, include the verb jv. Mae? lacks not only 
any representation of jv, but also of i800; instead of predicating the man's state 
of being, mae? asserts that the man came (1) to Jesus. 

Assuming the translator's Vorlage lacked jy, the translator necessarily com- 
pensated his typical non-representation of i800 by adding the verb i to predi- 
cate the man’s presence. Iov, when lacking a verb, can convey either the sub- 
ject's static presence or its incipient presence. In the transfiguration account, 
for example, i80) is used twice in 17:5 to indicate the incipient presence of both 
the bright cloud and the voice from the cloud; accordingly, most translations 
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supply a verb to convey that a bright cloud came, and that a voice came from 
the cloud. In both cases, mae? uses the verb i (cf. Baarda 20042, 275). Unfortu- 
nately, there are no contextual indicators to help determine if i809 in 12:10 con- 
veys the man’s static presence or incipient presence. The other Coptic transla- 
tions simply read that there was a man with a withered hand, as if the man were 
incidentally present, with the Pharisees pointing out his presence, similarly to 
Luke 6:6. In contrast, perhaps influenced by the recurring Matthean narrative 
feature of people coming to Jesus, mae? presents the man as coming to Jesus, 
with implicit intentionality. 


12:10.8.2 Nayayinn. Where NA?" has the Greek aorist énypwtyoav, mae? has the 
preterit nayainn. This is not atypical, for of the 56 extant occurrences of the 
preterit in mae, NA?” has the aorist nine times.? 


12:10.a.3 Aeyovtes. Mae? gives no representation to the Greek's redundant intro- 
duction to direct speech Aéyovcec, except for the Coptic convention xe. 


12:10.a.4 £i. Betraying the awkwardness of rendering the Greek formally, the four 
Coptic versions resort to three different translations of conditional ei. Mae? and 
mae! avoid representing conditional ei altogether, conveying the meaning of 
the Greek in the form ofa simple question. Sa? uses eue, while bo^ renders it as 
a negative interrogative. 


12:10..5 MIICABBAOON. Cf. 12:5..1. 


12:10.a.6 waxea). The Greek concludes the verse with the subordinate clause 
iva xatyyopynowow adtob, while mae? renders it as an independent clause. The 
Greek subordinate clause modifies the second clause ofthe sentence introduc- 
ing the Pharisees’ question, but is separated from the second clause by the ques- 
tion itself: 
¿nnpwmaav abtov A£yovrec- el EEeotw vois o BBototy Ogpotreüoou; tva xatnyo- 
enowow adtod 


As a consequence, the purpose clause is sufficiently distant from the main verb 
as to be elliptical. Accordingly, less formal English versions invert the clause 


3 This is seen in the other Coptic versions as well. For mae’, sa?, and bo^: 12:7; 24:43; for mae! 


alone: 27:11, 30; for bo^ alone: 12:10; 12:24; 13:17; 20:31; 25:27. 
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order (e.g. NIV), while more formal English versions introduce resumptive 
punctuation to help alleviate the awkwardness (e.g. NASB). While bo^ renders 
the ellipsis with the preterit, and sa? and mae! render it with a circumstantial, 
mae? avoids the ellipsis by inserting a main verb in the final clause. This change 
of syntax, however, does not alter the meaning of the text.* 


12:10.b Textual Analysis 
12:10.D.1 hy. Cf. 12:10.4.1. 


12:10.b.2 &x&i. Since mae? does not give formal representation to many elements 
in its Vorlage, and since mae? conveys that the man came there regardless of 
whether éxet was in its Vorlage, mae? is not a reliable witness either to NA?"'s 
éxei or its exclusion in some manuscripts. 


12:10.0.3 ees. pamevoyu. Coptic has no one way to render tense in the Greek 
infinitive of purpose, and so cannot reliably attest either NA?"'s aorist infinitive 
Sepamedoat or the present infinitive 9epamedew in most manuscripts. In this 
verse, sa? and mae! use the optative, bo^ uses the conjunctive, and mae? uses 
the preterit with the auxiliary oyeg (cf. n. 4). 


Matt 12:11 


Mae? wra[q] Ac nexeq neo xe NIM een THNOY NETE OYENTEY ENOYecaoy> 
MM6OY à Ya» NYHÜH ELPHÜ eOYO)IK MITI€22.0Y NITCABBAOON AY ETE 
nqnenne’ en [uqu]ra eepui But as for him, he said to them, "Who is there 
among you who owns a sheep, and it fall into a pit on the Sabbath day, 
and will not go (and) lift it out?" 


4 Schenke's apparatus reads, “nayea)] = nayoyeg, entspricht einem 0£2ovcec + Inf. und steht 
statt des Finalsatzes des Standardtextes" (2001, 64). However, since oyeq) is often used as an 
indicator of subjunctivity, there is no need for Schenke to postulate an otherwise unattested 
reading containing the verb Aw. Cf. Baarda 2006. 

5 enoyecaoy [who has] a sheep is probably derived from enoyeecaoy [who has] one sheep, with 
elision of the two neighbouring epsilons. Mink has argued that eîç is not rigidly rendered in 
Coptic (1972, 231-232). 

6 "The adverb mmay (untranslatable) often accompanies oynte- ... Its function and the condi- 
tions for its presence or absence are at present unknown" (Layton 2004, 306). 

7 Schenke identifies the lexeme as the intransitive verb une to go (2001, 214). It appears here with 
negative n- and with the future auxiliary, denoting a hypothetical meaning (Layton 2004, 239). 
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NA27 6 dé eÎnev adtots, Tiç "Eotot && ov &vOpwrtoc öç "EEE npóßartov £v, xot 
led éumecy “todto tots o poo elc BóOvvov, ody! KpaTHCEL ADTO xoi 
éyepel; 


12:1.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12.11.01 NIM 26N THNOY nere. Where NA?’ has the future gota, the four Coptic 
versions lack a verb, but compensate with the preposition gen to form the 
verbless situational predicate (cf. Layton 2004, 237). Accordingly, mae? cannot 
support éotat or the present gotw as it occurs in some manuscripts. 


12:1.0.2 oyenteq. NA?” has the future tense &&t, supported by all manuscripts 
except 05 pc which have the present tense £yet. Since mae? (and bo^) use the 
verboid oynte- to denote possession, and since verboids do not form with the 
future auxiliary, mae? cannot reliably attest either reading. 


12.11.03 MIt6?2.0 Y NTicaBBaeon. Mae?, and similarly, mae! use the expanded entity 
term -negaoy wrcaBBaeou where NA?" uses tots od 8Bacty, but without any 
change of meaning. For mae"'s reference to Sabbath in the singular, cf. 12.5.a.1. 


12:1.8.4 ayo. Mae? unusually uses ayw where xai is not in NA?”. The conjunction 
connects the modifying clause ere uqueune en, which occurs toward the end of 
Jesus’ rhetorical question, to its specifier subject nw at the beginning. Because 
it was postponed toward the end, the modifying clause is separated from 
the subject by 1) the expanded description of nw as having a sheep; 2) the 
hypothetical situation ofthe sheep falling into a pit; and 3) it having done so on 
the Sabbath. The aya, then, facilitates resumption ofthe expanded description 
of nm with the final modifying clause. The use of ayw does not affect the 
meaning of the passage. 


12.11.05 ETE NQNENNE EN [NGN]Tq eepui. NA?” uses the verbs xpatijcet and éyepet 
to indicate the actions of grabbing and lifting to rescue the sheep. In contrast, 
mae? (mae! similarly) conveys that a man is likely to go and lift the sheep 
out. The agreement between mae? and mae! may suggest a concession to the 
receptor language. Indeed, the verb pair xpatyaet and eyepet may have seemed 
redundant, prompting the translator to avoid representation of the second 
term, and to compensate for it with a verb explicating the requisite action of 
travelling to the pit's location. The translation may not be formally equivalent, 
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but it is in keeping with the translator's habits since the translator sometimes 
reduces redundant word pairings.? 

Since mae? differs so significantly in its syntax, it cannot reliably attest any 
ofthe variants involving the verb xpatéw. Similarly, since Coptic is not a reliable 
indicator of Greek word order (Layton 2004, 146), mae? should not be cited for 
any of the word order variants involving NA?"'s xportrjoet aùtò xot eyepel. 


12:1.b Textual Analysis 
12:11.D.1 Éacau. Cf. 12:1.0.1. 
12:1.b.2 E&et. Cf. 12:11.4.2. 
12:11.6.3 £&v. Mae?'s preterit «quin conveys the same meaning of all three variants 
cited in NA?" (&&v; ei; omit), and so should not be cited in support of any one of 
them. 
12:11.b.4 todto. Mae?'s third person intermediate -q- in uqeuin (in reference to 
the sheep that might fall into the pit) corresponds in meaning to both NA?”s 
toÔto as well the subsingular reading in 05* where toto is lacking. Thus, mae? 
should not be cited in support of either variant. 
12:11.D.5 KPLTYTEL KUT xod &yepst. Cf. 12:11.0.5. 

Matt 12:12 
Mae? mamon XH oypowuu eqovare[s] [eve]caov eWcTH GH ep Taraceon 


umagaoy [unc]asgaeon “A man, then, is worth more than a sheep! So, it is 
lawful to do good on the Sabbath day.” 


NA?” rdow odv TStapépet dvOownos npoßátov. date čet tots cá PBaow xo. c 
Tot&lv. 


8 Reduction of Greek verb pairs can be seen in 8:21, 33; 9:27; 11:1; 12:44; 21:21; 21:39; 23:3; 25:9; 26:4, 
74; 27:2, 48; 28:2. 
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12:12.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:12.0.1 MANAON XH OYPMMH eqovare[s] [eye]caoy. Mae? and sa? both convert 
the rhetorical question into a simple assertion (cf. CEV), just as bo^ does, for 
example, in 5:47. 

Mae? uses Maddon, but this may not indicate that its Vorlage read Xov 
against NA?”s xóco. Its occurrence here may illustrate that Coptic uses loan- 
words to translate texts which do not have the corresponding Greek word (cf. 
Emmenegger 2007, 99-102). Not only is maxon sometimes used to translate 
Greek texts which do not have the word paMov (Bohairic: Acts 8:16; Phil 1:14; 
2Pet 2:10), but u2A»ou can also be used to convey the meaning nócoc, the very 
word used by NA? (7:1). These factors make mae?'s witness to pâňov uncer- 
tain. 


12:12.4.2 MTagaoy [wnic]aBBa eon. Cf. 12:5.a.1. 
12:12.b Textual Analysis. For nóow ov Stagépet devOowmnos, cf. 12:12.0.1. 


Matt 12:13 


Mae? TOTH nriexeq NIPMUH xe COY[ TEN] Tekxix EBAA LAYCOYTONC EBAN ACEP 
[reu] nntKHoyi? Then he told the man, “Stretch out your hand.” He 
stretched it out. It became as the other. 


NA?" tote Aéyet TH dvOowrw- Extetvdov cov THV xta. xal EEEtewev xal 
ànexateotáðn vyINS Pac ý dX. 


1213.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12.13.a.1 16x64. Mae? regularly uses the verboid where the Greek has the histor- 
ical present (e.g., 9:9, 28, 17:20; cf. Mink 1972, 198; Kreinecker, 251). 


1213.0.2 dmexatectady bys. All four Coptic versions simplify the pregnant 
phrase &nexateotáðn byiy¢ to convey that the hand was healed. Mael, sa?, and 
bo^ use only the verb ovx» (mae!: oyxe), followed by the modifying clause 
for as the other. oyxa conveys that the hand became whole, which differs 


9 The first n of uvtkuiovi is probably a variant doubling (cf. Layton 2004, 21). 
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somewhat from restore as the meaning of &mexateot&Oy (Bauer 1999, 111). Mae? 
is even simpler, indicating that the withered hand had become like the other, 
with acep being used in the place of &mexateotady vys. 


12:13.b Textual Analysis. Mae?’s reading [reu] NN} KHOYi supports NA?"'s oc Y| 00a 
against its omission in 01 04? 892*. 


Matt 12:14 
Mae? ereayi eBad NXH uia ptcai[oc e]2yep OYCAXNH epaq eorc Nce[ea]TEBY 


When the Pharisees had gone out, they did a counsel against him in 
order to kill him. 


NA?" “e&eAOdvtes òè of Daproaion cupBotAtov ZAaBov xat” adtod önwç adtdv 
ATOAETWOWV. 


12:14.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12.14.a.1 |e]»xeP ovca.xwu. Mae?, mae!, and bo^ represent cvupBovAtov ZAopov 
with the idiom [e]2yeP oycaxnu. The same idiom is used by mae?, mae!, and 
bo^ in this verse and in 2235; 27:3, 7. Schenke, unfortunately, retroverts the 
idiom as if in accord with o19's singular reading cuufoüAtov énotyoav, but this 
is pedantic. 


12:14.0.2 NcegarTeBq. The Coptic versions use three different words to represent 
NA?"'s dmoAéctot: NcegaTeBy (mae? mae!); eveuooyra (sa?); ucerakoq (bo^). 
All three correspond with NA?"s sense of killing. 


12:14.6 Textual Analysis 


12:14.b.1 &eOdvteg 8& oi Maptoatot. Since Coptic generally is not a reliable indi- 
cator of Greek word order, mae? should not be cited to support either NA?7s 
&EcA8óvtec dé oi apicatot or the reading oi dé Papicator eEeAOdvtes in some 
manuscripts (Plumley 1977,143; Kreinecker 2008, 141). Within the same reading, 
however, the presence of both verbs ereayi ead and [e ]|ayep in mae? supports 


10 — BDAG's initial entry reads, “to cause or experience destruction—a. act. ruin, destroy—a. 
of pers ... Esp. kill, put to death ..." (Bauer, 2000, 115). 
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NA?’ (01 03 04 0281 f! 33 892) against the exclusion of the participle é€eA@dvtec 
in 032 037 0233 M. 


12.14.b.2 cuu otov &rolcotv. Cf. 12:14.8.1. 
Matt 12:15 
Mae? [ea mc] eun eaqgoywres egar MMEOY e»[oveeov] [ucoq] nxn oy(na)x 


MMHGDH eaqeapaniey[H mma ][ov THP]oy He knew. He crossed over from 
there. A great crowd, they followed after him. He healed them all. 


NA?" ‘O 8& 'Incoóc ywods dveywonoev Exeter. xod NxorovOnoav adt@ f [OyAot] 
Toot”, xoti Ebepdmevcev adTOdS návtaç!! 


12:15.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The verse exemplifies Coptic affinity for 
asyndeton. 


12.15.a.1 [gaq]emn. Schenke's reconstruction [gaq]emu which lacks the nominal 
reference to Jesus is probably incorrect. Prior to ewu is an unambiguous space 
the size of a letter? A space between gaq and emu seems inexplicable if 
Schenke's reconstruction were to be assumed. Alternatively, reconstructing the 
text with a space after inc in the prenominal state ga inc eiua would not be 
unusual? for there are 19 such spaces after iuc extant in mae?.!+ 


12:15.0.2 OX(Nà.)x munam. Where NA?’ has the plural [dyAot] nooi, mae? has 
the singular oy(Na)x munon.! Sa? likewise has the singular. The phenomenon 
is seen elsewhere without Greek variation (8:19el; 13:2 maeL 15:39maeL 19:5 mae2 


11 Forthe textual variation involving mévtac xai émetiwycev in vv. 15-16, see the next verse. 

12 Autopsy of the manuscript confirms what can also be seen in the plate, that the space is 
fully preserved in the papyrus. 

13 Although the perfect more often occurs in the prepersonal state, Schenke lists 31 occur- 
rences of the perfect in the prenominal state (2001, 264). The prenominal state is elsewhere 
used with imc in 13:34, with half a letter space following it. 

14 Full letter spaces after tac occur in 9:22; 14:1, 25, 29; 17:9; 19:1; 20:22, 34; 23:1; 26:19, 26, 34, 
49, 57, 62, 64; 27:27; 28:5 (a space of about 3-5 letters), 10. Many other partial spaces occur 
after Jesus’ name throughout the manuscript. 

15  Theuofuuugu marks the inverted attributive construction (Layton 2004, 83). 
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mael; 59:99mael boA) 16 Layton notes that collective nouns “can occur in a sing. 
entity term construction to denote a collection of individuals (muna ‘The 
crowd’) and can receive cross-reference in the plural” (2004, 86-87); cf. 
12:23. 


12:15.b Textual Analysis. "OyXot is bracketed in NA?’, indicating a highly uncer- 
tain text. Its exclusion is supported only by 01 03 372 873, while all others include 
9yAot, with mae? in support.!” As I argue in chapter 6, after translational phe- 
nomena have been identified and accounted for, mae? is a very close ally to 
01 and 03. Given this strong alliance, mae?'s support for the inclusion of óyAot 
against o1 and 03 may bear accurate witness to the earlier textform that they 
share, weakening its external support, and so justify the removal of the brack- 
ets. 


Matt 12:16 


Mae? gaqemTma ney ginac NNeY[oyaneq] He warned them in order not to 
reveal him 


NA?” “18 you enetiunoev adtots iva Uy pavepòv adtov mohowow, 


12.16.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. The only syntactical incongruity is that 
mae? more economically conveys Jesus’ warning not to make him known, using 
only one verb and a pronominal suffix (wney[oyaneq]), while NA?" uses a verb 
and two complements (qavepóv adtov noijowot). 


12:16.b Textual Analysis. In the variation unit involving the final word of v.15 and 
the beginning of v. 16, mae? supports the reading in NA?’ against those found 
in o5 and (f!): 


16 Mae? preserves nothing ofthe occurrences in 4:25; 8:1; and 20:29 where NA?" has the plural 
for crowd. 

17  Mae?is extant in 24 instances where NA?’ has &yAoc. In each case, mae? gives formal 
representation to its nominal reference, except for two occasions when the third person 
plural pronoun is used (14:23; 27:15), and one occasion when the syntax ofthe text suggests 
that the scribe probably omitted it by accident (232). 

18 NA?’ includes névtac at the end of 12:15 as part of the variant unit; cf. 12:16.5. 
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Mae?  eaqespaney[n MMaoy] [rup]ov eaqemTima NEY 

NA?"  &0cpdmevoev avTOdS n&vroc xoi  émecijmoev adtoic 

05 &Oeprevcev adTOvS T&vtac ÕÈ otc éOepdmevucev &némAx]&ev adtoic 

f eepdrevoev adtodS T&vtac dé otc éOepdmevcev emeTAnooev avtois 
Matt 12:17 


Mae? [einac]!9 eqexax eBad NXH TICexH neca[i]ac [Mempo]puTHC eqxo HMAC 


so that the word of Isaiah the prophet might be fulfilled, saying, 


NA?" "iva mAnpwOf tò PyOEv Sick ’Hoatov tod mpopytov AEyovtos: 


12:17.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:17.0.1 eqexax. Since Coptic does not have a subjunctive mood, mae?, mael, 
and sa? render tva nof with the optative to denote an expression of pur- 
pose (Layton 2004, 264; cf. 13:35; 21:4; Plumley 1977, 149). 


12:17.0.2 ncex n. Where NA?" has the substantivised participle tò 90£v, mae? has 
instead mcexu. ncexn is mae?'s consistent rendering of the fulfilment formula 
iva à jpoX0f] TO PyOEv Std ... (12:17; 13:35; 21:4; 27:9). 


1217.b Textual Analysis. Since mae? uses ginac to translate both tva (14:36; 20:21; 
21:4; 26:56, 63) and énwe (6:2, 4, 18, 35), mae? should not be cited in support of 
either of the two competing Greek readings. 


Matt 12318 


Mae? xe gnm ei maaroy [n]2u[e]uprr meTeacepenei NEHTY eika uro [n]ux 
[e]epui exwy eqeTane nigeenoc evkpi[c]ic Behold! My child, my beloved, 
the one with whom I am pleased. I will put my Spirit upon him. He will 
proclaim to the Gentiles judgment. 


NA?" i8o0 6 malig pov T dv NpEtion, 6 &yanntóç Lov elc Ov" EvSdunaev v) tuyy 
pov-8yow TO mvebud uou em’ adtov, xai xpioww xoig Ebveow dnovyyeret. 


19 Schenke constructed this as [xec], although the other two extant fulfilment formula 
passages (13:35; 21:4), read einac (cf. bo^). 
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12.18.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. Mae?’s [n]aw[e]uprr differs significantly 
from the Greek, but the passage is problematic in the other Coptic versions 
as well. All four seem to treat the rare word hpétioa as being derived from the 
more common word &peoxw I win favour, I please instead of aipetitw I chose. 
This confusion produced a redundancy in translation, especially perceptible 
in Horner's literal rendering of the Sahidic version: 


Behold my Son whom I wished (oyaqyq), 
my beloved for whom my soul wished (oyway) (1911-1924, 1.111). 


Perhaps due to confusion in the Greek, mae? simplifies and truncates the third 
and fourth lines, eliminating the synonymous parallelism,?? and reducing the 
representation ofthe third person self-referent ý puyy pov to the simplified first 
person verbal suffix. 


NA27 Mae? 


A B A B 
Linea ó mac pov Ov NpEeTion, TIAANOY 


Linea Oadyanytoguov ic öv eùðóxnoev ý tboyyn pov §[n]an[e]nprr — nereacepenei NeHTYy 


Additionally, the parallel in 17:5 (taqHpu namenpeir TeTegacepenel) may have 
unduly influenced the translator. Ultimately, however, except for the reference 
to the child’s election which is likewise lost in all four Coptic versions, the 
meaning of the Greek and mae? is hardly different from each other. 


12.18.b Textual Analysis. Partly because prepositions and case in the Vorlage 
can hardly be discerned by the Coptic (Plumley 1977, 149), and partly because 
mae?'s syntax deviates from the Greek, mae? cannot reliably attest any of the 
variant readings involving prepositions in this verse or the case of the relative 
pronoun in line 4. 


20 Given that synonymous parallelism is pervasive in Hebrew poetry, its elimination prob- 
ably occurred at the point of translation, rather than in the production of an alternative 
Hebrew or Aramaic Matthew, as Schenke's thesis would suggest. 
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Matt 12:319 


Mae? [N]NeqepecH nneqaqxan: EBAA NNEYCWTH C”paoy ei nervaria, He will 
À %. 
not quarrel. He will not cry out. He will not be heard ... on the streets. 


NA?" oix Epicet o08£ xpavydcel, ode dxobost tic £v Tals MAaTEiAIS THY (ovv 
avtod. 


12:19.a Translational Analysis 


12:19.G.1 OVX ... O0dE ... ovde. Showing the Coptic preference for asyndeton, mae? 
represents the negators oUx ... ovd€ ... o08€ with the negative conjugation base 
nne- in the three optative verbs. 


12:19.a.2 NNeycayTu. Where NA?” uses the indefinite pronoun «ic with the active 
voice dxovcet to convey that no one will hear the Servant's cry on the street, 
mae? uses the dynamic passive uueyvca»ru. The decision to use the dynamic 
passive probably explains the occurrence of third person intermediate -y- to 
represent cic. Coptic generally is not a reliable witness to the occurrence of tis 
(cf. Plumley 1977, 148). 


12:19.a.3 C^ pao. Schenke's transcription mark” represents a sign written above 
the line by the scribe or a user, perhaps to indicate a textual defect.?! Schenke 
transcribes this as e”paoy and suggests that the text should read neqcmn, reflect- 
ing the conjectured plural reading at qovai adtod (2001, 66), where the other 
Coptic versions refer to the Servant's cry in the singular. My own analysis and 
autopsy of the manuscript suggests this is doubtful. Instead, the text should be 
transcribed as c”paoy, with the siglum implying that someone found the text 
deficient, and perhaps significantly so. 


12:19.b Textual Analysis. NA? cites no textual variation. 


21 Elsewhere such sigla link the text to marginal corrections (e.g., 2001, 372). Unfortunately, 
the margin closest to this intralinear mark is broken off, and occurrences ofthe siglum are 
too few to assess profitably. 
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Matt 12:20 


Mae? oykeg) eqracC nnieqoYa X rq: OYEHBC equoye NNeqa@eny Man(T)qx1 
MMETKAN eenn oyen A cracked reed he will not break; a burning wick he 
will not quench, until he seize victory in judgment. 


NA?” “xdAauov covtetpipuuévov^ ob xorcedi&et xai Atvov tupópevov od ofécet, Ecc 
äv &x da elc vixog tH xptetv. 


12:20.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:20.4.1 OYeHBC equoye. Mae? conveys that the Servant would not extinguish 
a burning wick. The burning wick may mean the same as NA?"'s smouldering 
wick, one which was no longer burning but was still smoking.” 


12:20.0.2 aja N(T)qxi MMETKAN @ENN oveer. The Coptic versions render £c àv 
&x By elc vixoc thv xplow variously: 


Mae? an(T)G.X1 MIIETKAN PENN OYEN until he seize victory in judgment. 

9 ry in Judg 
Mae! ajamTQqeioYe urieqeer EBAA ON OYTKAN until he cast his judgment forth in victory 
Sa? qGj.NTeqeme EBOA mneqean en oYraxpo until he bring forth his judgment in victory 


Bo^ @arTege1oyl MMANT eYopo until he cast the judgment in victory 


The enigmatic statement and the ambiguity of the Greek words éxBoAy and 
xptow may have contributed to the variety of renderings. In the case of mae?'s 
Vorlage, Baarda writes, “One needs only look at Mt 12:20, where éxQóy, is 
rendered with the verb xy which shows that the translator misread the verb 
as &xAdBy” (2003b, 303). This change may have influenced the subsequent 
transposition of direct and indirect objects, if seizing victory in judgment (or 
justice) seemed more sensible than seizing judgment (or justice) in victory. 


12:20.b Textual Analysis 


12:20.b.1 oxkea) eqnarc. Mae?'s okea) eqnarc attests NA?"s reading xéAapov 
TUVTETPLLLLEVOV against 05's singular omission. 


22 Cf. NLT CEV. For the exegesis, cf. France 2007, 472. 
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12:20.D.2 oyeem. Since Mae? reads oyen judgment, without the possessive article 
and personal intermediate, it supports NA?" against the occurrence of the 
possessive pronoun adtod in 033 1424. While Coptic often adds the possessive 
to articulate nouns (Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233-237), as can be seen 
here in sa? and mael, Coptic generally does not omit it. 


Matt 12:21 


Mae? ayw epe nigeonoc racrevu eneqpeu And the Gentiles will believe in his 
name. 


NA?" xoi "cQ òvópatı adtod Ovy eArtobaw. 


12:21.a Translational Analysis. Without Greek support, mae? reads that the 
nations will believe (mcrevu) in the Servant's name, rather than hope in it (NA?*: 
TH dvoLatt adtod EOvy £Xrttobcty). This difference is difficult to explain, although 
the translator may have perceived that hoping in Jesus' name was identical to 
believing in it. Moreover, "believing in the name" is so formulaic that the trans- 
lator or a scribe may have had interference from parallels such as John 132 so 
that the letters II, I, C, I and N in the continuous text EONHEAIIIOYCIN were 
mistakenly read as EONHIIICTEYOYCIN 2? 


12:21.b Since Coptic is nota reliable witness to Greek prepositions (Plumley 1977, 
149), mae? cannot attest any of the variants involving them. 


23 Mae has a similarly enigmatic rendering about the presence of someone holier than the 
Temple (neroyars eneiepon urieuse, 12:6), rather than greater than the Temple. Scribal 
error is possible in both passages, whether Greek or Coptic. Such errors may have arisen 
from incidental factors that cannot possibly be identified from our present perspective. 
Borrowing from a popular phrase, duly sanitised, D.C. Parker once referred to unexpected 
scribal readings as arising simply because "stuff happens" (British New Testament Confer- 
ence, University of Aberdeen, September 4, 2009). Such readings support Askeland's con- 
clusion, "Some deviations in the Coptic translation appear to result from influence from 
other biblical passages—perhaps passages with which either the translator or scribes 
were familiar .... Some paraphrastic and expansionist readings could result from imperfect 
memorization” (2012a, 38-39). 
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Matt 12:22 


Mae? eayiNH Neq HOY€A NBEAAH NEMTIA EYEN OYAAIMON NEMMEY AYAW 
e2»qeaparieva (M)Maq @WCTE MEA: NQCEXH ayw quey EBar They brought 
to him a deaf person, blind (and) mute, having a demon, and he healed 
him so that the deaf person spoke and saw. 


NA?” Tóre 'npoovvéyv aoc Botpovitóuevoc tuprds xol xwpóç`, xal 
&Üspcdtrteucev adtov, Wate “Tov xwpòv Taci xod BAéret. 


12:22.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:22.0.1 NOY€X: NBEAAH Nenta. NA?” depicts the healing of a man who not only 
was blind but was also xtqóc. Kwgóç by itself can refer to speech incapacity, 
or hearing incapacity, or both (Bauer 2000, 580). Mae? takes xwgóç as implying 
both debilities, explicitating them with ex and una, even though NA?" only has 
the one word xoqóc. Later, when the word xwọóç again appears to describe the 
man, mae? represents it only with the one word eX deaf (person), and not with 
uma. See also 28:16 in which two Coptic words translate the one lexically dense 
Greek word. 


12:22.0.2 EYEN OYAAIMMN NeMMeq. Mae? represents the participle SapoviZou_evos 
with the phrase eyen oYAatu@n Neuney, similarly to bo^. Occurring with the 
verboid even, the prepositional complement neumey probably reinforces pos- 
session (he had a demon), and should not be translated formally as with him (cf. 
Layton 2004, 313, citing Mark 5:15%4). 


12:22.b Textual Analysis 


12:22.b.1 MpoonvexOn ... Sotpovitóuevog tuprds xai xwepds. Since Coptic uses the 
dynamic passive, mae? cannot attest either NA?"'s passive form npoonvéyðn or 
the active npoońveyxav in 03 02814 1424. 


12:22.5.2 tov xwọóv. The result clause in NA? identifies the healed man simply 
as tov xwodv. Mae? probably supports this reading (01 03 05 892 1424) against 
TOV TUPAdY Kal xwpóv (04 0281 33 M), and against Tov xwpòv xal TUPAdY (019 032 
037 038 0233 f! ? 700). 
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12:22.b.3 xat. Mae? does not reliably support the absence of xat before Aoetv xoi 
BAénetv in NA?” or its presence in most manuscripts; cf. 1.5. 


Matt 12:23 
Mae? gaYePQNMHPH NXH MMHG THPQ €YXQ MMAC XE MH MMe! EN TH rigy(pa) 


naayei: All the crowd was amazed, saying, "Is not this the Son of 
David?" 


NA?” xoié&levavro návteç ol ÓyAot xal EXeyov- pti obtd¢ żotıv 6 vidg Aavid; 


12:23.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 
12:23.0.1 ZAYEPQTHPH NAH MMHGH. Cf. 12:15.4.2. 


12:23.a.2 €¥x@. Mae?, mae!, and sa? all use the circumstantial where NA?” has 
the imperfect £Aeyov. 


12:23.b Textual Analysis. NA?" indicates no variation. 


Matt 12:24 


Mae? eaycoyvrM AE NXH (M)apicaloc NAYXM MMAC XE Cadet AAIMON EBAN ZEN 
Bel [A] JeeXceBo vA: napxæn nuena armon The Pharisees heard. They were 
saying, "He cast out (the) demon through Beelzeboul, the prince of 
demons." 


NA27 oi òè Dapioator dxobvoavtes eixov- oütoc obx ExPoMet tà Saruóvia el yy èv 
tH "BeeACeo0A. digyovet TAV Satpoviwy. 


12:24.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:24.0.1 8:XCODTM ... Nayx@. NA?’ uses the verbs dxovcavtes and eÎrov to report 
the Pharisees' hearing and responding to the crowd's positive assessment of 
Jesus. The Coptic versions represent the two verbs with varying conjugational 
bases: 
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NA?” . dxobcovtsc &irov ... having heard, they said 

Mae?  eaycarM NAYXO ... they heard. They were saying 

Mae!  eesvcora nexey ... having heard, they said 

Sa? NTéPOYCIDTM TexXay ... when (the Pharisees) heard, they said 
Bo^ €TAYCOTeM nexooy — .. having heard, they said 


Perhaps because the precursive (temporal) is unattested in Middle Egyptian, 
mae? uses the perfect e2ycaorru for NA?"'s dxotcavtes (cf. Plisch 2001, 373 n. 19; 
Schenke 1991, 163; 12:15.a.1). 

Mae?'s use of preterit nayx@ for NA?"'s aorist &irtov fits Layton's description of 
the preterit as slowing “the pace ofnarration."7^ It may also convey the progres- 
sive sense that the Pharisees were saying that Jesus cast out demons by Beelze- 
bul (Lambdin 1983, 86), and if so, implies a subtle difference in aspect, perhaps 
influenced by contextual considerations. Mae*’s syntactical agreement with 
the singular reading £Aeyov in 1093 is probably coincidental, especially since 
1093 so closely represents the Byzantine text. 


12:24.a.2 edger. While NA?” has the present exBdAAe1, none of the Coptic versions 
render it as a present. Mae? uses the perfect (gaqei), perhaps understanding 
the Greek to be an historical present; the other Coptic versions use the preterit. 
Mae?'s use of the perfect entails the immediate context of the single exorcism 
in v. 22, while the accusation in the Greek and the other Coptic versions seem 
to characterise Jesus' healing ministry in general. 

For NA?"s oôtoç, mae? has the third person singular intermediate -q- (cf. 
12:11.0.4; 12:19.8.2). 

Like many modern translations, mae? represents the Greek's double nega- 
tive obtog odx éxBdrret cà Goupóvio el py Ev xà BeeACeBouA positively, simplifying 
the syntax without altering its meaning. 


12:24.0[3 A&IMMN and se[[A]]eeXcesov. In keeping with Coptic convention 
which usually omits articles when referring to nouns of a generalised class or 
to names (Layton 2004, 40, 98), mae? lacks the determiners for [aiman and 
Be| [^] ]eerceBoyr. 


24 Layton explains that the preterit “is not essentially a mark of anterior time. The preterit 
signals a temporary shift ..., a stepping away from the primary line of discourse" (2004, 
347-348). As such, it does not necessarily imply progressive aspect. This conflicts with 
Lambdin who writes "The Imperfect is used to describe an action ... as in progress in past 
time and is normally the equivalent of the English past progressive ...” (1983, 86). 
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12:24.b Textual Analysis. Mae"?'s spelling of the name of the prince of demons 
probably reflects regional or dialectal conventions rather than the transliteral 
spelling of its Vorlage (cf. BapamBa, 27:17; BHTOAaNIA, 21:17; TENHCAPPET, 14:34; 
CANAOYKEWDC, 16:1, etc.). 


Matt 12:25 


Mae? etegaqneoy mH2> eneYMHOYH riexeq NAOY xe OYMETEPa aa@{(q)}@Mann@d 
2apleapac @apecaywu: OYTIONIC Í eui ayana) nequeo)[oeu] eperq 
Perceiving their thoughts, he said to them, ‘A kingdom, if it is divided 
against itself, is wont to be destroyed. A city or a house, if it is divided, will 
not be able to stand.” 


NA27  “cidac AÈ ta EvOupncets adtav elmev adbtoic noa Bactreta uepioOsica 
xa&' &cutf|c Conprodtat xal Man MAIC Y) oixia pepiacdeton xag’ Exvtis od 
otaðhoetar. 


12:25.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:25.0.1 eTeaqneoy. Mae? begins with eteaqneoy. This is similar to bo^, but con- 
trasts with sa?'s eqcooyn (mae!: eqcaoyn). The disagreement could reflect that 
which is found in the Greek manuscript tradition, with NA?"s ciðwç supported 
by most manuscripts, but P21 01° 05 33 pc reading idwv. This particular varia- 
tion is replete throughout both the Greek and Coptic tradition. While bo^ may 
in fact give representation to the minority reading, this is far less certain for 
mae?, given its propensity to render its Vorlage without formal exactitude. 


12:25.0.2 OYMETEPA ... OYTIONIC Ï eyni. Instead of reading the adjective wn (cf. 
Greek: ác) to modify the nouns for kingdom, city, and house, mae? reads these 
nouns with the indefinite article oy. The meaning is substantially the same, 
with mae"'s indefinite articles befitting the proverbial pronouncement. 


12:25.0.3 e» piga pac. Sa? and bo^ both reflect the parallelism of NA?"s twice 
repeated xa' éautijs in the two clauses, representing the two words with eepaa 
excac and egpa’/ uMayat’, respectively. Mae! does not preserve this parallelism, 
rendering xa’ éautij¢ with exn nevup initially and with ea piea paz in the sub- 


25 Schenke classifies this occurrence of nu as a backgrounding particle (2001, 217). 
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sequent clause. Similarly, mae? employs gapigapaz, but only in the first clause, 
and does not represent xa’ &xvrfc at all in the second clause, perhaps due to 
its redundancy. This explanation is all the more probable since mae? lacks rep- 
resentation of the similar phrase éq' &xvxóv in the subsequent verse as well. 


12:25.0.4 Qa pecayoq. The four Coptic versions all use the aorist to convey the 
Greek present indicative épypottau. 


12:25.a.6 Mequeap[oen epera]. While NA?’ indicates merely the fact that the city 
or house will not stand (ota8yoetat), mae? and bo^ both use the auxiliary o- 
(with future ne-) to indicate their inability to do so (cf. 12:26; 10:29). 


12:25.b Textual Analysis 
12:25.b.1 eidwe 6€. Cf. 12:25.a.1. 


12:25.6.2 6 Ingots. Mae? supports NA?"s reference to Jesus without nominal 
Ingots (01*? 03 04) against all other witnesses which use the name Jesus itself. 
Mae? otherwise regularly uses the name in the Greek construction consisting 
of participle + 8£ + 6 + "Iqcoüc. The construction occurs twelve times in NA?”s 
text of Matthew, and there is only a single but explicable exception, indicating 
the general reliability of mae?'s support for NA?7.26 


Matt 12:26 
Mae? &ecxu ncapAanac MeTeioyH M[ricap]A aac eBar OY TeH TeqMerepa. 


ueneopo[eu ]eperc "f it is Satan who casts out Satan, how will his 
kingdom be able to stand?" 


NA?” xai ci ó catavas tov catavay exBoMet, ¿p Eautdv épeploOn nAç odv 
atabycetat Y) Bactrela adtod; 


12:26.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


26 The exception is 1413, where Jesus’ name occurs at the end of the clause in v. 12 and where 
the translator truncates v. 13 significantly. Cf. 8:10; 12:25; 1433; 16:17; 17:17; 19:26; 20:22, 34; 
21:21, 24; 22:18, 29; 26:10. (Cf. 2.4.) 
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12:26.a.1 nergiovu. Mae”, mael, and bo^ all use a cleft sentence (endophoric ne 
with a relative clause) to represent the Greek present ¿xå e (Layton 2004, 


370). 


12:26.4.2 &q' Eavtov éyspicOv. Given the tautology of the saying about Satan 
casting out Satan, the translator may have truncated the representation of 
the clause predicating Satan's division against himself, perhaps deeming its 
omission as a justifiable simplification. Cf. 12:25.a.3. 


12:26.0.3 Neneapo[en Jeperc. Cf. 12:25.a.4. 
12:26.b Textual Analysis. NA?" indicates no textual variation. 
Matt 12:27 
Mae? i ea)xH Tel AalMann EBAN gen Be[ Zed ]ceBoyA ÏH APH NETENGHPH ?iovu 
[Bad] [eeu] [[ ] 77 nim erBu mei NTay ceneteen e[pooru] "fI cast out 


demons by Behelzeboul, then by whom do your sons cast (them) out? 
Because of this, they, for their part, will give judgment against you." 


NA?” xa ci iyo &v BeeACeBoda ExPddrw xà 8oupóvio, ol viol budv ev ctv 


&x Be ovcty; dia todto Sadtol xpital Eoovtat HuUdv.* 


12:27.a Translational Analysis. Cf. 1.5. 


12:27.a.1 Tel. Mae? lacks the inflected modifier anak (sa? and bo^: anox) which 
the other Coptic versions otherwise use to represent intensive ¿yw in this 
verse. Of NA?"s 21 occurrences in passages which are extant in mae’, the four 
Coptic versions avoid representing ¿yw with anak (anox) 18.1% to 22.7% of 
occurrences, all of which involve some kind of subjunctivity or conditionality 
which may also have influenced mae? in this passage.?8 


12:27.0.2 ceueteen e[payru]. NA?” reads that the Pharisees’ sons who cast out 
demons will be the Pharisees’ own judges, while mae? and mae! read that the 


27 A letter seems to have been blotted out. 
28 Cf. 10:32°°, 33°; 1:28mael, 12:2.7mae2, 18:33mael sa9 boA, 20:22mael sa9 boA 21:2.4b0A, 21:30°; 


2615mael, 
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sons will judge them, a somewhat simpler expression, with little change of 
meaning. 


12:27.b Textual Analysis 

12:27.b.1 Bee Ae QoUA. Cf. 12:24.b. 

12:27.D.2 otüxol xpital goovtat 9v. Since Coptic is not a reliable indicator of 
Greek word order, mae? cannot reliably attest any of the word order variants 
for the final phrase ofthe verse (Plumley 1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141). 

4-3 Conclusion 

431 . Syntactical Differences 

The following chart indicates mae?'s significantly different readings from NA2’, 
with a brief summary of the explanation given in the preceding full analysis. 


Significant syntactical differences 


Alternate Greek 


reading with 
NA?” Mae? similar meaning Explanation 
12:4.0.  XAÌTOÙÇ [eaqqi] nnenai(x) — £Aofev: 892 1. Assuming the reconstruction, mae?'s 
&prouc THS NTE riPoeeceic Vorlage may have had the same reading 
mpo0Écecc eaqoyamoy He took as its ally 892, harmonised with Luke 
Eporyov the loaves of the 6:4. 
presence. He ate 2. A Greek or Coptic scribe may have 


harmonised to Luke 6:4. 

3. The translator may have expanded 
the text to explicate an assumed action, 
perhaps carelessly. 

4. Ascribe may have accidentally 
included the preposition n-, where the 
text should read [aoyo] weuai(k) wre 
"ipoeeceic eaqoyanoy, with bo^, similar 
to NA?", 
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Alternate Greek 
reading with 
NA?” Mae? similar meaning Explanation 
1:4.b2  ëgayov eaqgoyanoy heate ëgayev: P700405 1. Mae?'s Vorlage may have had the well 

019 032 038 f! 3 33 attested variant reading. 

M 2. Postponement of the nominal 
subject until the fourth phrase may 
have influenced the translator’s 
rendering of the Vorlage, so that the 
Vorlage may have had the same reading 
as NA”. 

1I2:31.0.5  OÙÒXİXPATHOEL ETE NYNENNE EN The translator may have substituted a 
avd xal [nan]ra eeput Will redundant element in his Vorlage 
eyepet he not go and lift it (xpatycet) with an expansion (ere 

out nqenne en) which explicates an 
assumed element. 

12:13.2.2 amexatectaoy eacep [Teu] Mae? may have simplified a lexically 
bys ocv nntKHoyi Jt became dense phrase in its Vorlage which is 
wry like the other otherwise translated variously in the 

Coptic tradition. 

1218.4 Ov Npetion [n]au[e]uprr my All four Coptic versions mistake the 

beloved rare Greek word ypética as conveying 
(whom) I love. This makes its parallel 
line redundant which the translator of 
mae? may have truncated. 

12:19.2.3 ovddédxotvceL NNEYCWTM C”paoy The interlinear mark (”) probably 


tlc... THV 
wvv adtod 


They [the servant's 
cries?] will not be 
heard 


indicates a defect in the text. 
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.) 


CHAPTER 4 


Alternate Greek 
reading with 


NA?” Mae? similar meaning 


Explanation 


12:20..2 EWG dv exBody gau(T)axi 
tlc vixoc THV — MIIETKAN 2ENN 
xptow oyen until he seize 


victory in judgment 


The translator may have transposed 
the relevant letters in &x&Ay to read 
&xA& y, making the enigmatic 
phrase more difficult, prompting a 


transposition of the two nouns. 


12:21. &Antoücty tucrevu believe 


1. The translator or a prior Greek scribe 
may have considered believing to 
convey more accurately the meaning of 
&rttoboty. 

2. The passage may have been 
harmonised to passages with the more 
familiar formulaic believing in the 
name. 

3. A Greek scribe may have 

misread EONHEATIIOYCIN as 
EONHIIICTEYOYCIN, especially since 
believing in the name was a more 


frequently expressed concept. 


12:24.0.  EÎTOV NAYXO they were — £Aeyov1093 


saying 


The progressive aspect of mae”’s 
translation comes probably as a result 
of inexact translation, perhaps 


influenced by context. 


12:24.a.2 exBoMet gaqet he cast 


Mae”’s non-durative past was 
probably determined by contextual 
considerations, rather than an exact 


correspondence to the Greek syntax. 


12:26.4.2 ÈQ’ EXUTOV (omit) 


éuepiody 


The translator may have intentionally 
truncated the passage due to its 


apparent tautology. 
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The six most significant differences are these passages: 


— eaqoyanoy: he ate instead of they ate (12:4b) 

— [n]au[e]uprr: my beloved instead my elect one (12:18.a) 

— QaN(T)qxi urierkanN een oyen: until he seize victory in judgment instead of 
until he bring judgment unto victory (12:20.a.2) 

— mcrevu: believe instead of hope (12:21.a) 

— omit representation: NA?"'s &g' Eavtov &yueplo0n he is divided against himself 
(12:26.a.2) 


Otherwise, the other six differences are minimal, having little effect upon 
the general interpretation of the passage. They seem not to reflect any level 
of redaction in the Vorlage that might support Schenke's alternative Vorlage 
hypothesis. 

Most of the differences are best explained as occurring at the point of 
translation (12:5, 1, 13, 18, 20a, 20b, 21, 24a, 24b, 27). Some can be explained 
as scribal error (12:4b, 19, 21, 26). One passage (gaqoyYamoy in 12:4) may reflect 
the reading of the variant, although this is the less likely explanation. Since 
these differences probably arose through the normal processes of translating 
and copying, one need not resort to explaining them through a hypothetical 
recension. 


4.9.2. Correspondence with Textual Variants 
Most of the textual variants listed in NA?” cannot be reliably attested by mae?, 
due to ambiguities in translation. The readings mae? can reliably attest, how- 
ever, generally affirm the text of NA?" (1213.5; 12:14.b.1; 12:15.b; 12:16.b; 12:20.6.1; 
12:20.D.2; 12:22.D.2; 12:25.0.2). Significantly, the textual analysis suggests that one 
change might be made to NA?7: the weight of mae?'s witness for 12:15.a.2 sug- 
gests that NA?”s brackets should be removed from [éyAot]. In one instance, 
mae? has a text that appears to support the variant reading (cf. 12:4.5.2), but this 
is probably a coincidental result of the translator's treatment of the passage's 
complex syntax. 

The analytical results of the present chapter corroborate the conclusions of 
the previous chapter which suggested that mae?’s Vorlage was very similar to 
NA?". They also anticipate those in the next chapter. 


CHAPTER 5 


Syntax and Representation of Matt 28:1-20 


5.1 Introduction 


5414 State of Preservation 

The third analytical sample comes from the final leaf of the codex, pages 91- 
92, containing 28:1-20. With a little less than three quarters of the text extant, 
Schenke reconstructs a total of about 450 letters for both pages. I have provided 
my own transcription, which largely reflects Schenke's transcription, except 
that mine reflects greater uncertainty, with parts of six verses left unrecon- 
structed.! Differences are noted. 


5.1.2 . Mae?asa Witness to "Canonical" Matthew 

My analysis ofthe four Coptic versions for 28:1-20 concludes that the syntax of 
mae? and of the other Coptic versions have about the same degree of homo- 
geneity and heterogeneity as the texts analysed in chapters three and four. 
Mae*'s relative homogeneity with the other Coptic versions, and the relative 
heterogeneity of the others to one another, makes Schenke's theory of an alter- 
native Vorlage difficult to sustain: mae? is too much alike the other versions for 
it to be a non-canonical Matthew, and the others are too different from one 
another for them to be canonical Matthew if mae? is not. Some examples are 
instructive. 

Mae?'s syntactical homogeneity is especially seen in v. 2 where 16 of mae?'s 
19 words are also found in at least two, and often all three, of the other versions. 
Two ofthe three remaining words are found in one other version, and only one 
word is unique. 

On the other hand, the syntactical heterogeneity of the Coptic versions is 
especially seen in v. 14 where sa? has five unique elements, mae? and bo^ have 
three each, and mae! has one. Similarly, in v. 10, sa? has nine unique elements, 
mae? has three, and mae! and bo^ have two each. 

Again, I found Schenke's retroversion of 281-20 to be consistently slavish, 
unnuanced, and little more than a formal re-translation of mae? into Greek. 


1 The most serious problem with Schenke's reconstruction is that his left margin of the recto 
is variable, sometimes extremely so. A well defined left margin for the upper half of the recto 
can be achieved if space for a single letter is assumed where the page has broken off. 
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Examples from nearly every verse could be cited, but two may suffice. In v. 2, 
with the exception of 032, the Greek manuscript tradition has the participle 
xoxo fcc, for which all four Coptic versions have the perfect verb eai (or its 
dialectal equivalent). Schenke formally retroverts aqi as xatéBy, implying that 
the four Coptic versions support 032’s singular reading. Similarly, in v. 14 where 
the unanimous Greek tradition has the passive voice, the unanimous Coptic 
tradition has the active, with Schenke retroverting mae? as an active, with no 
regard to well-known Coptic convention. 

As in the previous chapters, whenever a verse has any of the frequently 
recurring syntactical elements listed in 1.5, I indicate such by writing “Cf. 1.5" 
at the pertinent section heading. Again, comments such as "The verse has no 
syntactical differences from NA?” or "There are two syntactical differences" are 
not to be taken absolutely, but as being duly qualified by the data in 1.5. 


2 Verse by Verse Analysis 
Matt 28:1 


Mae? [een Tloy@u Ac mncaunaeon ei axop[n een] [n]ueov MMoyain eri 
Napu Ney M|] [?]aci ri NXH na pig uan TH A22 18 [MEN 
T][« Jammapieaumn? gayi eperq unieveeo[|v] In the night ofthe Sabbath, 
early in the morning at daybreak while the stars were still above, Mary 
Magdalene came, and the other Mary. They came to the tomb. 


NA27 Oyè Sè caBRdtwv, TH inipwoxovon sic ulov co cov, HAGev " Maptáp ý 
Maydarnvy xai y dy "Mapia Sewprjoat tov vdtpov. 


28:1.a Translational Analysis. Mae? deviates significantly from NA?"s syntax 
and vocabulary, more so than many other passages, lacking representation of 
Greek elements, and including elements not found in NA2’. These differences 
probably arose from the translator's attempt to clarify his Vorlage. Despite these 
incongruities, mae? conveys the meaning of NA?". 


2 Schenke reconstructed this as [Men] [rk ]atmapigauuu. However, space considerations dictate 
that the T of Tkaimapigauun be placed at the end of the previous line. 
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28:1.a.1 [gen T]oyau. NA?" refers to the evening of the Sabbath (ów£), while 
mae? refers to the night of the Sabbath.? Although Crum does not cite oyu 
as a translation of oe, both mae? and NA?’ clearly indicate that the two 
Marys came to the tomb as the night of the Sabbath was becoming Sunday 
morning.^ 


28:1.4.2 uncammaeon. NA?" has two Sabbath references. The first refers to Sat- 
urday evening, while the second co f&cov refers to the first day week (Bauer 
2000, 910). Together, they literally read, On the evening of the Sabbaths ... on the 
first of the Sabbaths. Mae? lacks the second reference, perhaps to avoid repeti- 
tion of cauriaeon, especially since the text had already established that it was 
Sunday morning. 


28:1.a.3 gi aop[n een] [n]ueov mnoyain eni napu Ncloy uu[ooi]. NA?” has the 
rare TH énripooxobocy, which is usually taken as a reference to dawn (cf. sa? and 
bo^), although the period when darkness gives way to morning may be more 
precise.5 Mae? conveys this with ei ayop[n], but clarifies it with the expansion 
[een n]neoy unovain eri napu nciov myfi] at the hour ofthe light, yet the stars 
being above. 

The expression nneoy unoyain hour of the light is a stock phrase referring to 
early morning? although mae? clarifies further that the stars were still visible, 
which would suggest prior to the actual sunrise. 

These expansive elements do not convey any information that could not be 
extrapolated from the Greek text, and seem to reflect the difficulty in finding a 
simple way to represent the Greek. 


3 One wonders whether the reading might reflect an early church crux interpretum wherein 
“one harmonized the chronological references either with Jerome ... and Augustine ... by 
referring vespere to the entire night in the sense of a pars pro toto ... or with Gregory of 
Nyssa ... and Severus of Antioch ... by understanding ój£ in the sense of ‘later’ or ‘after’” (Luz 
2001—2007, 3.594). Cf. "sero ... sabbatorum" in the old Latin manuscript d and the Vulgate 
against "vespere ... sabbati" in the other Old Latin manuscripts. 

4 ‘Owe dé caBBatwv could also mean late Sabbath (cf. ASV). Alternatively, many English versions 
read after the Sabbath, a meaning strongly rejected by Luz (2005, 594). 

5 “To become dusky, twilight" (Luz 2001-2007, 3.594). 

6 Crum also cites references such as may nayopn early morning, nnay weroove dawn, nnay 
uneepe midday, nnay npoyee evening, etc. (2005, 234—235). Because it was a stock phrase, there 
is no need to postulate some kind of interdependence between its occurrence in mae? and 
Liber Bartholomaei (cf. Schenke 2001, 188-189). 
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28:1.a.4 eaxyi eperq unengeo[y]. In narrating the women’s visit to the tomb, mae? 
lacks representation of the verbal complement 0&opfjcot which conveys that 
they came to see the tomb. R.T. France notes that the purpose "sounds rather 
colorless" (2007, 1099). It hardly says anything more than that the women went 
to visit the tomb, and the translator may have omitted it accordingly. 

Due to the Greek's compounding ofthe subject after the singular verb, mae? 
adds a second occurrence of the verb i to go: 


Mae? [ea]ci ri NXH MapleaMMH TMArAaAINH [uen T][K]aimaplgaMMH 22i eperq mneneeofy] 
English Mary Magdalene came, and the other Mary. They came to the tomb 
NA”? HAvev Mapia Yj MaySaAnviy xad h dn Mapia Bewpoar tov tdpov 


The Greek verb, in the singular, occurs in the first position, followed by Mary 
Magdalene marked as its sole subject. The singular subject is then linked by 
xai to nominative 7 420v) Mapia, creating disagreement in number between the 
compound subject and the singular verb. Mae? alleviates the inconcinnity by 
supplying a second occurrence of the verb in the plural form. 


28:1.b Textual Analysis. 


28:1.b.1 8&. Given mae?’s propensity for not representing the coordinator 8£, the 
presence of 4e in the phrase [gen r]ova) 4e unicus eon probably supports 
NA?" which has 83£, against 019 33 579 1241 1424. 


28:1.b.2 Mapıày ... Mapia. Since mae? lacks orthographic consistency (cf. 27:56; 
3.3 above), and since the name's spelling may reflect regional or dialectal 
preferences rather than the Vorlage," the two occurrences in 28:1 of mapigaunn 
probably do not reliably support either spelling in either occurrence. 


7 E.g., BAPAMBA, 27:17; BHTOANIA, 21:17; TENHCAPPET, 14:34; CANAOYKEWC, 16:11, etc. Alternatively, 
Boismard suggests the forms in mae? reflect Johannine elements of an ancient Gospel har- 
mony (2003b, 197). 
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Matt 28:2 


Mae? [ov]ua.x? naicuoc paynu ovarrexoc nT[e nec] [2 ]a«i eBad een rra 
AOYM ea«qqi MINH [eBar ei p]wq? unieugeov eagemac eimTy: A great 
earthquake occurred. An angel of the Lord came forth from heaven, and 
he took the stone away from the mouth of the tomb. He sat down on it. 


NA?” xaiiðoù cetapds éyévero peyac: dyyeXoc yap xuptov xataßàç £& obpavod 
“Kal MpocEABwv amTEXVALGEV TOV Al ov T xal ExdOyTo érávo adtod. 


28:2.a Translational Analysis. 


28:2.a.1 Tpoce wv. Although it is found throughout the extant Greek tradition, 
mae’, mael, and bo^ do not give representation to the Greek participle mpoceA- 
§wv. Considering only the Passion Narrative, this non-representation of redun- 
dant (-)ëpyopa verbs in these three versions is reflected also in 26:50; 27:5; 28:9. 
Indeed, mae? consistently does not represent redundant (-)épyouct verbs in any 
of its 37 occurrences in NA?" which are extant in mae?. Elsewhere in mael, for 
example, cf. 9:31, 32; 14:12. 


28:2.4.2 aqt union [eBar]. Where NA?” has dmexvAtcev, depicting the stone 
as being rolled away, mae? has the verb qi ega), conveying that that the stone 
was taken away or displaced (cf. Crum 2005, 621), without denoting that it 
was rolled. The non-formal representation of dmexvAtcev is not accidental, as 
confirmed by mae?'s comparable representation in the anticipatory passage 
in 27:60. The other Coptic versions have the verb ckopxp (mael: ckapxp, bo^: 
ckepkep), corresponding with NA?" 

The translator's word choice may have been an accommodation to Copt 
culture. This type of explication might be categorized as "pragmatic explici- 


8 At the ending of v. 1 and the beginning of v. 2, Schenke has uueueeo[v ei ov]uax. This 
is probably incorrect. Although ei is sometimes used to convey i800, mae? does not give 
representation to NA?"s word pairing xoi i809 in any extant occurrence (cf. 1.5). Moreover, 
there is insufficient space for the letters oy which Schenke places at the left margin; thus the 
requisite oy must be placed at the right margin of the previous line, leaving no room for ei. 
The corrected reconstruction uueugeo[v ov]ua.x is more reasonable since it reflects mae?'s 
typical non-representation of xoi iðov, and fits well into the available space. 

9 Schenke put ei at the beginning of the next line: [e&2][ei p]wa. But if ei is correct, space 
considerations dictate that it be placed at the end ofthe previous line. 
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tation"? whereby “sociological or historical features of the text which would 
be obvious to the source language community, but unknown to the translation 
language community" were explained in translation. Some Copts may not have 
known the custom of rolling a stone into place to seal a grave. Rather, Copts usu- 
ally buried their dead in shallow sandpits, often marked by a memorial stone.” 
Since the rolling of a gravestone may have seemed unclear to Copts, the trans- 
lation may be intended to denote the stone's removal without specifying that it 
was rolled away. If so, the translator avoided some measure of confusion at the 
expense of precision, and, in so doing, reinforces the principle that translators 
should be sensitive to their readers' competency in the source language's cul- 
ture. There may also have been some interference from the parallel in John 20:1 
(xov (ov Yjpuévov). 


28:2.a.3 [ei P]oq unieueeov. Cf. 28:2.5.2. 
28:2.b Textual Analysis. 


28:2.b.1 xai. Given its tendency toward non-representation of xai, the occur- 
rence of aoyo in mae? to link the reference to the angel's descent to the stone's 
removal probably supports the reading xai in NA?” (01 03 04 019 032 33) against 
its absence elsewhere (02 05 038 f! !3 W). 


28:2.b.2 [ei p]«q uneugeov. Many manuscripts read that it was from the entry 
that the stone was rolled away (&70 tij¢ 8bpac; 02 04 017 032 037 579 1424). Many 
others expand this, indicating that it was from the entry of the tomb that the 
stone was rolled away (nò tç 90po Tod uvypeiov; o19 036 038 f! 1? 33 565 1241). 
NA?" has a short reading, lacking reference to both the entry and the tomb (o1 
03 05 700 892). Mae? corresponds with the longest reading of the three, against 
NA?’ and its closest allies o1 and 03 (cf. 6.1.5 below). 


10 Pragmatic explicitation is one of four categories proposed by Kinga Klaudy, cited by 
Askeland 2012a, 10. 

11 Egyptian burial in shallow graves is detailed at least as early as Jerome in his account of 
burials in Anthony's time (Hannah 1925, 21; White et al, 1988, 63, 83). Gawdat Gabra, in 
his guide to the Coptic Museum of Cairo, writes, "Hundreds of decorated and inscribed 
tombstones have been published ... which are datable to the fourth through the tenth 
century" (2007, 52). In those cases when sarcophagi were used, rocks were piled at the 
entrances to make the cliff face look as natural as possible, in order to disguise the 
entrance. Consequently, round hewn stones were not used. 
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The expansion itself is natural enough that the reading may have arisen 
independently at various points in transmission history. After all, users of the 
text who might have little knowledge of the custom of hewing a burial place 
out of a cliff side and securing it with a stone might find the notice that an 
angel came and took away the stone enigmatic if not lacunic, possibly even 
suggesting that a stone memorial marker had been removed. For such users, 
the expansion that the angel took the stone away from the entry of the tomb is 
just about necessary for clarity, recalling the earlier notice that the burial place 
was hewn from rock and its entry secured by a large stone (27:60), reflecting 
the aforementioned the translational phenomenon “pragmatic explicitation." 

This is one of only four passages that I have found where mae? agrees 
with a given variant against NA?” and the combined witness of o1, and 03 
(cf. 8:25; 21:44; 24:36). The disagreement is all the more remarkable because, 
in contrast to the other three disagreements, the long reading seems to be 
clearly secondary in that it is the reading least likely to explain the other 
variants. Mae?'s support for such an unlikely reading is so rare as to commend 
its occurrence as coincidental and lacking genetic coherence with the Greek 
text. 


Matt 28:3 


Mae? naga n[nec]usT NoYTEBPHX Teqeeeco NacoYaBa [n]u (N)TeH NOYXI@N 
He was of the form of lightning. His clothing was white as snow. 


NA27 Hv dé ý "eiðéa adtod we dotpanny xai Td ëvðupa adtOd Aevxdv Toç xtv. 


28:3.a Translational Analysis. The only difference is that NA?"s subject is the 
angel's image (Y, ciðéa adtob), while the subject in mae? is the angel himself, as 
indicated through the personal intermediate in the preterit verb naqa (quali- 
tative of ipu). Thus, mae? has the verb in the first position of the phrase, and is 
followed by the incidental predication n[nec]uaT novrespux he was ofthe form 
of lightning (cf. Layton 2004, 138).!? This simplifies the syntax and eliminates the 
synecdoche, without altering the meaning of the Greek. 


12 This assumes the reconstruction which fits the available space and adequately repre- 
sents the Greek. There may be sufficient space for the pronominal possessive infix -q- 
(u[neqc]uar his image). 

13 . Boismard cited this passage to support his claim that the putative primitive layer of 
redaction preserved in mae? characteristically tends toward the active voice where the 
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28:3.b Textual Analysis. 


28:3.b.1 ei8£a. Mae? is unable to attest the orthography of NA?"'s eidéa against 
iéa. 


28:3.b.2 ù&ç. Mae?'s nTen may reflect NA?"s w¢ rather than woet in most manu- 
scripts, but this is uncertain. Such is mae?’s typical representation of oc, but 
there are but three occurrences of woet in NA?"s text of Matthew, one of which 
is not extant in mae? (316), with the other two having w¢ as a well attested tex- 
tual variant (9:36; 14:21). 


Matt 28:4 


Mae? eTgayneoy Ae NXH NH [e]Tea pee 2dA0YEPZATH g2xayraprep e2yvo[ovu] 
[wre]u NeenpequaoyT-4 Having seen, the guards became afraid; they 
trembled; they arose as dead people. 


NA?" dnd 8 x00 PdBov adtod EceicOyoav ol thpodvtes xod "EvevnOnoay "oç 
vexpol. 


28:4.a Translational Analysis. 


28:4.a.1 eveayneoy. The Greek uses the objective genitive a0 8€ tod póßov adtob 
to convey that it was out of the fear of the angel that the guards trembled, lit- 
erally reading, “from his fear" (i.e., from the angel's fear; cf. Horner 1911-1924, 
1.275). The other three Coptic versions translate this formally with the posses- 
sive article and pronominal intermediate (sa?: reqeore; bo^: reqeot; mael: Teq- 
gate). This construction puts the prepositional phrase prior to subject and verb. 

Mae? avoids formal representation of the objective genitive construction by 
indicating that the guards became afraid (eaoyepeatn). To clarify that their 
fear was due to the angel's presence, the assertion is modified by the relative 


Greek of “classic” Matthew has the passive (2003b, 218). Such a theory is unnecessary, for 
it is otherwise well known that Coptic lacks formal equivalence for the passive voice. 

14 Despite Schenke's claim that the reconstruction is entirely unavoidable (2001, 189), 
another possibility is eaytw[ ut] [wre]u Neen pequaovr they were astonished like dead men, 
since there might be evidence of a serif and minim, perhaps of the u in e»xvo»[ur]. How- 
ever, the remaining ink appears to be more at mid-height which would coincide with the 
widest part of an omicron or sigma, comporting with Schenke's reconstruction. 
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clause eteayneoy they having seen, so that the text conveys the sight of the 
angel caused them to fear.!> The asyndetic construction ofthe verb e2yayra prep 
implies the logical relatedness between the guards' fear and their trembling, 
consonant with the Greek. Despite the significant syntactical differences, mae? 
does convey the meaning of the Greek. 


28:4.a.2 e»xTa»[ovu] [wre]u weenpequaovr. NA?’ indicates that the guards be- 
came as dead men (éyevyPnoav we vexpot). Mae? reads not that they became as 
dead men, but that they arose (gaytw[oyn]) as dead men. 

Preliminarily, the Greek word yívopat is often unrepresented in Coptic trans- 
lation. While Greek predicates existence primarily through the verbs zipi and 
ytvopat, Coptic predication of existence is frequently, if not primarily, expressed 
verblessly, in a nominal sentence construction.!6 Tivopa is not represented in 
eleven of its occurrences in NA? that are extant in mae?, about a third of the 
occurrences (13:22; 17:2; 18:12, 13; 21:21; 23:15; 24:32, 34; 26:5, 6, 42). This may help 
explain why the translator resorted to using the Coptic word Twoyn. 

Taken literally, rwoyn implies that the guards were sitting or reclining, and 
then stood up. Schenke suggests, however, that the guard’s startled demeanour 
was akin to that of people who had just been resurrected (2001, 189). A more 
tempered suggestion would be that twoyn may have been used idiomatically 
to indicate a change of demeanor, whereby they appeared to be dead. 

tTwoyn is thrice used elsewhere in mae? where there is no formal correspon- 
dence in the Greek (9:9a; 12:44; 23:3). Its occurrence in 23:3 is particularly simi- 
lar to the present passage. There, Jesus says to do everything the Pharisees say, 
but if the Pharisees "arise" (ayroynoy), the people ought not do the Pharisees’ 
deeds. Accordingly, Tou seems to mean to act: "Everything that they tell you, 
do it. But if they act (ayroynoy), do not do their deeds" The same meaning 
may also be reflected in 24:49, where the evil servant "begins to arise," or rather, 
begins to act ([Nq]apxeceai erooyu) and beat his fellow servants. 

In the third passage, the exorcised demon which searches for rest in arid 
places was not sitting or reclining, but was searching ceaselessly. Nonetheless, 
in his self-exhortation to return to his former house, he tells himself twoyn, 
which cannot be taken literally. Idiomatically, this would mean Act! (12:44). The 
lack of a corresponding Greek verb in these passages (and also 9:9a) confirms 
this idiomatic usage.!” 


15 Mae?’s avoidance of formal representation of the objective genitive is seen also, for exam- 
ple, in 12:31. 

16 — Eg, with enclitic ne or mu; cf. Layton 2004, 252. A typical example can be found in v. 6. 

17 The idiomatic use of rwoyn is comparable to that of the Hebrew word mp in Ezra 5:2 where 
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Codex Glazier likewise has occurrences of Tooyn without a corresponding 
Greek verb. In Acts 7:40, Stephen indicates that the Israelites said to Aaron, 
TOOYN MATAMMIA nen NeennoyTe Act! Make for us some gods!, a passage which 
makes no reference to Aaron sitting or reclining. Other passages include 5:21 
and 927, both of which are anticipatory to the main action (cf. also 719 where 
eaqtoyny translates xatacogicckuevog having dealt craftily). From the use of 
Tooyn in these passages, one must surmise that it was used idiomatically 
in indigenous Coptic, and that the word sometimes entered into translation 
literature as a concession to the receptor language. If so, the verb facilitates 
transition ofthe subjects' actions or perhaps their demeanour. In regard to Matt 
28:4, the meaning would be that the guards became like dead men.!? 


28:4.b Text Critical Analysis. 

28:4.b.1 eyevyPyoav. Since Coptic does not differentiate voice, mae? cannot 
reliably support either NA?”s passive £yevrj6rcav or the middle éyévovto in most 
manuscripts. 


28:4.b.2 we. Cf. 28:3.6.2. 


Matt 28:5 


Mae? eaqepoyo xu u[i][ arr ]exoci? eqxxo umac NNgiaMH: xe unep[epea]Tu 
TCAOYN xe ATENKMTH nca iuc The angel answered, saying to the women, 
"Do not be afraid. I know that it is Jesus you seek after." 


NA?” GmoxQt6cic dé 6 dyyeXoc eirev tals yuvattiv, My poBetode bets, olda yàp 
8tt Ingoby tov Eotavpwpevov Cytette: 


Zerubbabel and Jeshua arise, or rather, acted to build the Temple (Rahlfs’ LXX [2006] has 
dviompt). 

18 Moreover, three other passages in Codex Glazier may be similar to mae”’s usage in 28:4. 
In Acts 5:36, 37 and 7:18, Tooyn is used to translate the verb avéoty to detail individuals 
as coming onto an historical scene, in particular, Theudas, Judas, and the king in Egypt. 
This use is found in Matthew as well (111; 24:11, 24). Thus, Tooyn is sometimes used for 
existential predication, similar to y(vogot in Matt 28:4, and accords with the idea that 
e2yroo[vu] [NTe]H NeenpequaoyT means, “they became as dead men.” 

19  Incontrast, Schenke reconstructs n[ei] [arr ]exoc, prompting his retroversion of the unique 
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28:5.a Translational Analysis. 


28:5.a.1 e4xa). Mae? uses the circumstantial eyxa for the Greek’s redundant 
einev. This representation is common if not typical for the Greek idiom (e.g., 
24:2; 25:12; 26:23). 


28:5.a.2 unep[epea|tH. Mae? lacks a corresponding extraposited subject for 
busts for the imperative not to fear, perhaps because there was no need to 
clarify the unambiguous subject, and no obvious reason for the subject of the 
imperative to be expressed emphatically.?9 


28:5.a.3 Tov żotavpwpuévov. Mae? lacks representation of the attributive partici- 
ple tov ¿żstavpwpévov after Jesus’ name. Its absence might reflect a copying error 
in the translator's Greek exemplar (cf. the eleventh century minuscule 348). 
Or perhaps it may have been omitted by a Coptic copyist, whether the one 
who produced the codex, or an earlier one. Since the pertinent line in the 
manuscript ends with inc, and since the sentence stands complete without the 
reference to “the crucified one,” the mind of the manuscript's copyist may have 
jumped to the start of the next verse. Less likely is that the translator inten- 
tionally avoided representation of tov éotavpwpevov, perhaps out of a supposed 
aversion to referring to the risen Lord as the crucified, for such an aversion is 
not reflected elsewhere in the textual tradition for this passage. 


28:5.b Text Critical Analysis. NA?" indicates no textual variation. 


reading 6 &yyeXoc [o0xoc]. However, the corrected reconstruction seems more probable. 
The corrected reconstruction has the definite article ni- instead of the orthography n- prior 
to the word arrexoc. Actually, neither the form narredoc or marredoc is otherwise extant 
in mae?, but the plural is formed in mae? with m + arredoc, implying the singular form 
riarrexoc. Moreover, the form marrexoc is precisely that which is attested here in bo^. 
Thus, the reconstruction n[1][ àrr ]exoc not only fits the available space, but complies with 
mae?’s orthography, as well as removes the impetus for Schenke's retroversion obcoc. 

20 This is the only occurrence of the exhortation not to fear in Matthew where the intensive 
second personis included in the Greek, so thata translation pattern cannot be established. 
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Matt 28:6 


Mae? [nquneiu]e en [eaqro]ynq?! kata Ten ere2«q[xec NHTEN AMHIN]H 
TAPETENNEOY era [ernaqka MMA ].22 “He is not in this place. He has 
arisen according to the way which he told you. Come and you will see the 
place where he lay.’ 


NA?”  odx Zotw ðe, YyyépOv yàp xoa elmer: Sedte iSete tov vómov Orto Éxetro. 


28:6.a Translational Analysis. 


28:6.a.1 [wquneiu]e en. Where NA?" has éotw, mae? uses a verbless construction 
to convey Jesus’ absence ([nquneiu]e en). Since mae! and sa? use the same 
verbless construction, mae? probably reflects a natural reading in the receptor 
language, a point reinforced elsewhere in all four versions (cf. 12:6, 41, 42; 24:23). 


28:6.a.2 [NuTen]. Mae? and mae! both put the verb xc in the prenominal state 
with the requisite prepositional object pronoun (cf. Layton 2004, 128). 


28:6.a.3 Tapetenneoy. NA?" has the interjection dette followed by imperative 
(Sete, conveying, "Come, see!” Not atypically, mae? has the imperative [amnin]u 
with the future conjunctive, expressing the angel’s assurance that if the women 
obey his command to come, they would indeed see the place where Jesus had 
lain. Cf. 1.3.2. 


28:6.6 Text Critical Analysis. There seems to be insufficient space in the lacuna 
to allow representation of the longer reading 6 xdptog (02 04 05 019 032 0148 f!!? 
M) against NA?” (0103 038 33 892) which lacks it.?3 


21 Schenke transcribes this as [2]aqroynq, although the visible ink is negligible. 

22 The reconstruction must remain tentative, given the difficulty of rendering the Greek 
correlative adverb ónov (cf. Kreinecker, 2008, 149). 

23 Moreover, representation of the longer reading in mae? would apparently be its only 


attestation known in the Coptic tradition. 
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Matt 28:7 


Mae? [ei] Tpoyp24 meqennTen [axic NNEqUaoHTH ]c?5 xe gaqTOYNY een 
uer[uaovr queepajap |r?8 epoyren eepui erra [aaa aTeTNENEOY |27 
epa. [q] uueov “Quickly, go! Tell his disciples that he has risen from the 
dead. He will go ahead of you to Galilee. It is there that you will see him.” 


NA?" xoi xoxo ropevOeicot einate xoig pantal adtod Sti HyépOv "arro tv 
vexpOv^, xoi iSod mpocyet buds eic THY TwAtAatiay, ¿xet adtov dipecbe: idod 
elmov Duty. 


28:7.a Translational Analysis. 


28:7.a.1 [qneepayap|t. All four Coptic versions represent present tense mpocyet 
as a future. This is similar to 21:31 where the Coptic future is used by mae?, mael, 
and bo^ to represent the present Greek verb in conveying that the tax collectors 
and prostitutes enter (mpocyovatv) the kingdom ahead of Israel's leaders. 


28:7.a.2 i800 eimov butv. Mae? lacks representation of the angel's assertion ioù 
elov butv. Its absence seems to be a unique reading in both the Greek and 
versional traditions,?? and is difficult to explain. Homoioteleuton did not factor 
in its absence, whether Greek or Coptic. 


24 The word is rare, with only a single citation in Crum (listed as Tkoyp, 2005, 406), although 
it occurs in several Middle Egyptian texts (Schenke 1981, 173; Bosson 1997, 177). The recon- 
struction is identical to mae!. Schenke devoted an article on the word's occurrence in the 
Milan Codex (1989). 

25 Schenke’s transcription has u prior to the last letter c, but there is not enough ink to justify 
the letter's representation outside the bracket. 

26 Although Schenke's reconstruction excludes any representation of NA?"'s xoi iSov prior 
to the notice about Jesus going ahead of the disciples to Galilee, the reconstruction is 
reasonable for mae? does not otherwise represent NA?"'s xai iðoù; (cf. 1.5), and since it 
is similar to the other Coptic versions. 

27 Both words affected by the lacuna must remain uncertain. The alternative spelling raei- 
data is found in 27:55 and 28:16. Likewise, the reconstruction xrerueneoyv is suggested by 
27:22, but Schenke's reconstructs the shorter form areneneoy as suggested by 16:15; 20:22. 
The lacuna is large enough to accommodate several possible orthographies, leaving the 
reconstruction uncertain. 

28 Boismard cites Jülicher as indicating that the Old Latin manuscript Codex Brixianus (f) 
supports the omission in mae? (2003, 185), but my own examination of Julicher's edition 
indicates that Brixianus reads sicut dixit vobis, which does not support an omission. 
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A translator may have deliberately omitted it, perhaps due its curiousness 
and superfluity. This would likely be exacerbated by the translator's tendency 
to avoid representing idov, leaving only the especially bland statement etnov 
vpi. 

If the translator did indeed think it superfluous, this would betray his igno- 
rance of its similarity to the Old Testament affirmation formula, “The Lord has 
spoken it,” and that its intention was to call the women to action (cf. France 
2007, 1101). Thus, its absence undermines the notion of a Vorlage conducive for 
Jewish-Christian gospels. 


28:7.b Text Critical Analysis. Mae? supports NA?” against the omission of dró tov 
vexpOv in 05 565. 


Matt 28:8 
Mae? gayge [Neoy 8-12 letters |?? ee[u] neueeov gen ov [10-14 letters era. |uc?? 


uequaeuruc: They went quickly?! from the tomb with a... to tell his 
disciples. 


NA?" xai'dmeA800cat tayd dto Tod uvnpeiov età póßov xai yapds ueydaac 
Zdpauov amayyetAat xotg wadytats adtod. 


29 Schenke problematically reconstructed the beginning of v. 8 as gayae [weov UMPHTH EBa]d 
they quickly departed, following mae”s use of the rare unputu. Schenke placed unputu 
where one would expect representation for the Greek adverb tayó which had just been 
represented with the more common word eirpovp in the previous verse in both mae? and 
mael. In contrast to mae! which uses two different words to represent the two occurrences 
of tayú, both sa? and bo^ use the same respective Coptic adverbs. Similarly, mae? may 
very well have used the word eirpovp not only to represent coy in v. 7, but also in v. 8. 
Furthermore, although mae! informs Schenke's reconstruction of mae?, his reconstruction 
alters the word order reflected in mael, so that the adverb occurs prior to ee[u] neueeov, 
apparently because he took the scant ink prior to ee[w] neueeov as the X of egar. However, 
so little ink remains as to make this highly uncertain. Thus, while Schenke's construction 
is possible, it is uncertain. 

30 Schenke reconstructs this as oy[gaTH men OYNAX upeagya era. ]ue fear and great joy, to tell. 
However, the reconstruction cannot possibly fit the available space. Of the 20 recon- 
structed letters proposed by Schenke, 5-7 of them could not be accommodated in the 
6.3cm lacuna. 

31 Regardless of the precise reconstruction, the Coptic probably conveys that they went 
quickly from the tomb. 
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28:8.a Translational Analysis. There are no noteworthy syntactical differences 
between NA?’ and what is extant in mae?. 


28:8.b Text Critical Analysis. Mae? cannot reliably support NA?"s verb dmeA000- 
oat or the verb é&A8otcat in most manuscripts, for au is used to represent both 


(e.g., 


&mépyopou: 27:60; é&épyopiau: 25:6). 


Matt 28:9 


Mae? [mc 8-12 letters ]?? ueov nexnq na ov xe [xoipere- NTAY AC 


e]ox(2.)ueeru?? uneqovupura [e2xYovooyr neq ]34 Jesus met?5 them. He 
said to them, "Greetings." They, for their part, clasped his feet. They 
worshiped him. 


NA?" 


Tal i800 T 'Iyooóc “bnyvtycev adtais A&yov, Xalpete. at Se tpooeA800cot 
expatynaav adtod tovs NÓÕAÇ xod Mopocextdvynoay età. 


28:9.a Translational Analysis. 


28:9.a.1 rexuq Naoy. To introduce Jesus’ greeting, NA?’ uses the participle Acywv. 


Both 


mae? and mae! represent Aéyov not with the typical eyx@ construction, 


but with the verboid nexuq (mae: nexeq), forming an asyndetic construction: 


Jesus 


32 


33 
34 


35 


met them. He said to them ... 


Again, Schenke's reconstruction [imc ae gaqananta] is problematic, for two reasons. First, 
where NA?" has xoi iov, Schenke reconstructs ^e, as suggested by mae!. Mae?, however, 
consistently avoids any representation of the word pairing, the sole exception being 12:42 
where mae? has ayw by itself; otherwise, in no extant passage does mae? give representa- 
tion to xai iðoù (cf. 1.5). The only instances when xai iðov is represented at all in Schenke's 
edition are in his own reconstructions where he conjectures ayo ei or ei, probably incor- 
rectly (15:22; 1936; 20:30; 26:51; 28:2). Thus, if Schenke's reconstruction here is correct, it 
would be the only passage extant in mae? where ae represents xai (Sov. Secondly, Schenke’s 
reconstruction [gaqananT]a occurs at a point where there is significant Greek variation 
involving two verbs, both of which could be represented by Coptic verbs mutually com- 
patible with the prepositional object neoy which follows the lacuna. 

Schenke's reconstruction reads gay(a)MegTH. 

Although it is assumed, Schenke's reconstruction is especially uncertain since it may 
possibly exceed the available space by one to three letters. 

Regardless of the precise reconstruction, the Coptic probably conveyed that Jesus met 
them. 
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28:9.a.2 npoceAOc0cot. Mae? (and mae! and bo^) lacks representation of npoc- 
£A8o0cot. This accords with a tendency in some Coptic versions to avoid trans- 
lating redundant (-)épyopa participles (cf. 28:2.a.1). This is true of 28:9 since the 
narrative had already established that Jesus met them. 


28:9.b Text Critical Analysis. 


28:9.b.1 xoti iSod "Iqcoüc. Mae? attests the short reading in NA?" (01 03 05 032 038 
f 33 700 892) against the long reading cc de &ropebovro dnayyethat tots pabytais 
avtod in 02 04 019 0148 f! (1424) M. 


28:9.b.2 'Incoüc. Since mae? is lacunose, and since Coptic does not use the deter- 
minator with personal names, mae? cannot reliably attest either the presence 
of the article 6 prior to Jesus’ name in most manuscripts or its absence in NA?7. 


28:9.b.3 orY]vtwcev. Cf. n. 32. 
Matt 28310 


Mae? [nex ]uq Naoy NxH THC xe uaa) [MaTaMe Nacnu Joy?9 MapoyKWTH 
q NAOY Q) 
nei erra [^ 7-11 letters w]eov? epai uneoy- Jesus said to them, “Go! 


36 mag [Martane] is uncertain; I offer it as an alternative to Schenke's reconstruction uaa) 
[wreTentaue] which is unlikely. Schenke's reconstruction has an imperative followed 
by the conjunctive which together are otherwise unattested in mae?. It has two further 
problems. First, even with the shorter orthography wrerwrae, the reconstruction seems 
compressed by at least one letter, and perhaps as many as three. Secondly, there are 
several ways to reconstruct the reading to reflect the two Greek consecutive imperatives 
ónctyexe &noryyetAate. For example, 19:21 has two imperatives in an asyndetic construction: 
Mag) nai. Similarly, Schenke reconstructs 18:15 as [uag ca] [ex]; cf. 15:10; 21:28; 26:26. My 
reconstruction follows this pattern, conveys the meaning of the Greek with syntactical 
parity, and fits the space reasonably well. 

37 Schenke's reconstruction erra [XeXaia. ayw Ma poy]ueoy has multiple problems. First, his 
transcription y and e of yeoy is overly optimistic. Secondly, the orthography for rareraia 
is uncertain (see n. 26). Thirdly, although none of the three occurrences of xdxet in NA?” 
are in extant portions of mae?, one might still surmise that the translator left it unrep- 
resented since xat itself is often unrepresented; moreover, if xai had been represented, it 
probably would have had the longer orthography aoyw which is the consistent spelling 
in unreconstructed passages in the last half of Matthew. Fourthly, the only apparent rea- 
son for Schenke's reconstruction of the verb as a jussive ([uapov]weov) is that the prior 
verb conveying that the disciples were to return to Galilee was itself represented as a 
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Tell my brothers that they return?? to me to Galilee. ... see me 
there." 


NA?” tote Mya adtais ó "Inooóc, My qopetc0s: Undyete drrayyetAate tots 
“aderqois pou" iva dneAOwow elc mhv Todtratav, xdxet ue Sova. 


28:10.a Translational Analysis. 


28:10.a.1 Mý qopstcOs. Mae? lacks representation of My, qopetc6e. It is also miss- 
ing from mae? in the theophany of14:27.?? The phrase may have been carelessly 
omitted, whether by a copyist or by the translator.^? 


28:10.a.2 MAPOYKMTH Nei. Mae? lacks formal representation of tva; this is not 
unusual, for 14 of NA?”s 23 total occurrences of tva in extant passages of mae? 
are unrepresented. Here, however, the jussive may compensate for the lack of 
lvo, since it seems intended to convey the imperatival force of the subjunctive 
Greek verb in the tva clause, especially since it is a command to be conveyed 
through the women's indirect speech to the disciples. 

The instructions were for Jesus’ brothers to depart (&méA8wor) for Galilee, or 
perhaps more generally, that they were to go to Galilee. Crum, however, gives no 
indication that «a»ru (sa: ko»re) ever translates &népyouat (2005, 884), although 
its meaning to return comes close to fitting the context. Indeed, this is Schenke's 
understanding, as reflected in his retroversion brootpetpatwoav.44 


jussive. However, this would be the only occurrence of paired jussives in mae?. Moreover, 
the two corresponding Greek verbs have different tenses, as do bo^ and mae!, leaving no 
motive for reconstructing both verbs in the same conjugation. In contrast, the other Cop- 
tic versions reflect other possibilities: mae! and bo^ have the conjunctive; sa? has the cir- 
cumstantial future; and to these alternatives, one might also add the optative. 

38 Schenke translates, "Geht [und unterrichtet meine Brüder!] Sie sollen mir zurückkehren 
nach Galiláa" (2001, 189). 

39  Thetranslator may have deliberately omitted its representation in 14:27 out ofa perceived 
redundancy in the Greek phrase §apceite ... wn qofetc0e, a perception perhaps facilitated 
by the similar phonetics of the words for heart (eur) and fear (exru). Alternatively, the 
omission in 14:27 may have been an accident, since the words for heart and for to fear 
share a similar orthography, as well. 

40 A Vorlage having a Hebrew association would hardly have suppressed the favourite He- 
brew exhortation not to fear. 

41 Cf. 12:10; 14:15; 18:6, 14; 19:16; 20:21; 23:26; 26:5, 16, 41; 27:20, 26, 32; 28:10. 

42 NA” lacks any occurrence of the word in Matthew. 
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Initially, then, mae? and NA?’ seem different: 


Mae?: Tell my brothers that they return to me to Galilee ... 
NA?7; Tell my brothers that they depart for Galilee ... 


Departing for a particular region, however, is tantamount to returning to a 
region if that region had been the original point of departure. This was precisely 
the case for the disciples. They began in Galilee, and went to Jerusalem, and 
were instructed to depart for Galilee which, in effect, was a command to return 
there. 


28:10.b Text Critical Analysis. 


28:10.b.1 &SeApots pov. Mae? cannot attest the possessive pov in NA?" against 
its absence in o1* since the text is lacunose, and because Coptic sometimes 
includes the possessive intermediate, even when the Greek possessive pronoun 
is lacking (cf. Emmenegger 2007, 105; Mink 1972, 233-237). Mae”, however, does 
attest dd<eA@ots against uaOytats in 157. 


28:10.6.2 S\povtat. Mae? supports the third person reading of all other witnesses 
against the second person iso in 05. 


Matt 28:11 


Mae? eteay[q@e neoy 7-1 letters |? gainn Nnu eT[Nayeapee | [1216 letters 
nap]xiepeme** [6-10 letters] [eayTa]uaocy egws nim epon They 
having gone ... some of the ones who had been guarding ... the chief 
priests, to the city. They reported everything that had happened. 


43 Schenke's reconstruction eTeay|[ me neoy cinu ei] is problematic. To begin with, mae? gives 
representation to only 37.0% of NA?"s occurrences of iðoù in passages that are extant in 
mae?. If mae? did indeed represent idov, geitm ei is probably not the way it was done, for 
gcinn ei does not ever occur in the extant text of mae?. The occurrence of eumn ei in 1238 
comes close, but in the ten occurrences where iào0 is represented, even this orthography 
occurs but once, with ei(c) occuring six times, eine (eeiru) twice, and ereu ov once. 
Another problem is that representation of iðov never occurs in mae? after the Coptic 
circumstantial. Regarding NA?"s à£, mae? may not have had it originally, for it often goes 
unrepresented in mae? (cf. 1.5). 

44 Schenke reconstructs the line as [gayi eperoy ww p]xiepeoc. However, epetoy should not 
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NA?” ]Iopevouévov dé adtav i800 tives THs xovotwõiaç £AOÓvrec elc THY TOALV 


amnyyetAav tots doytepedow ğnavta TA yevópeva. 


28:n.a Translational Analysis. The lacuna seriously hinders analysis of the trans- 


lation. What actually remains of the text corresponds syntactically to the Greek, 


although the position of the reference to the chief priests occurs earlier in the 


text than a formal representation of the Greek would seem to allow. 


28:1.b Text Critical Analysis. Assuming the reconstruction, mae? cannot reliably 


attest either NA?”s reading ànýyysidav or the reading aviyyetAay in 01 05 038 


565, for the words are so similar as to be indistinguishable in translation. Coptic 


uses the verb Tama (sa: Tawo) to translate both &voryy£ and ànayyéMw (Crum 
2005, 883—884). 


Matt 2832 


Mae? coru e[a]y[tay][TH* N]xH NempecByTepoc urmaoc e2yqi wovu[u][aou 


N]eeT gayt mmaoy nemmaTai ereapee Then the elders ofthe people 
gathered. They took a lot of silver. They gave them to the soldiers who 
guard. 


NA?" 


xoi uva Oévrec ETÀ THY TPEGRUTEOWY cup BotAt6v te Aoóvrec doyUPLA 
bcotyàt EOwKa xot; oTPATIWTALG 


be assumed, for 1) the lacuna is so large; 2) none of the other Coptic versions use it; 3) 


45 


reference to the guards going to the city is expected in this lacuna, prior to referring to the 
chief priests; 4) the notion that the guards presented themselves before the chief priests 
does not correspond to the Greek, but can only be inferred; and 5) the reconstruction 
seems short by about three to five letters. Since Schenke's eperov cannot be established, 
then three other crucial elements in his reconstruction are made more uncertain: 1) gayi; 
2) the preposition w-; and 3) the placement of ernoxc after [usp]xiepeoc. Consequently, 
almost the entirety of Schenke's reconstruction of this verse is too precarious to accept. A 
final problem is that Schenke transcribes [nnap]xiepewc with a x rather than a x, despite 
his index indicating 19 occurrences of the word with x, compared to 3 with x (including 
reconstructed texts). 

Schenke's transcription gayt[ay][TH] is overly optimistic. Nonetheless, his reconstruction 
is otherwise assumed, for 1) the presence of [u]xe wenpeceyrepoc implies a preceding verb; 
and 2) e2yr[2v][ ru] is mae?'s common rendering ofthe corresponding Greek verb cuveyw. 
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28:12.a Translational Analysis. (Cf. 1.5.) 


28:12.4.1 @[a]y[Tay] [TH «| x wenpecbyrepoc. Although mae? lacks any represen- 
tation of the preposition peta, v. 11 implies that it was the chief priests who 
called the elders together, allowing the assumption that the chief priests met 
jointly with the elders. 


28:12.a.2 Mraoc. Without Greek support, both mae? and mae! expand the 
reference to the elders with umaoc. This is a recurring phenomenon associated 
with an inconsistent representation of the terms for the Jewish leaders. While 
sa? and bo^ consistently give formal representation to NA?"s leadership titles, 
mae? and mae! often diverge, as indicated in the chart below. 


NA?7 Mae? Mae! 
16:21  1Qv npsofutépov [ucee] [Men NETIPECBYTEPOC MN 
xal d'pytepécov xal uga |peicaiwe men NAPXIEPEYC MN 
ypaupaTtéwv nenpecgyTepo|c u]eu NETPAMMATEYC 
[Napxi] [peace ]*6 
21:23 oi doytepetc xai oi na[pxiepewc] men NAPXIEPEYC MN 
npeoßBútepor tod Aoto NEMPECBYTEPOC MTAAOC — NeTIPECBYT6POC MTIAAOC 
26:3 ol &àpxıepeîç xai oi NAPXIEPEWC MEN NAPXIEPEYC MN 
npeoBútepor Tod Adod ue[n]Pecev[repo]c NETIPECBYTEPOC MITAA.OC 
MITAAOC 
26:47 TaV apylepewv xal uapxiepeo [c ue]u NAPXIEPEYC MN 
meo Burépov Tod Aaod nenpecgyTepoc MMA[a]oc wenpeceyrepoc uma oc 
26:57 oi Ypaportets xai ot uc[ee] men Mapelcaioc NETPAaAMMATEYC MN 
npeoßBútepor NTE TAaOC NETIPECBYTEPOC MTIAAOC 
271 ol t pytepeic xal ol Napxiepewc (omit “and ^ wapxiepeyc MN 
TpecBUtEpot Tob Anod elders") umdaoc NETIPECBYTEPOC MITAAOC 
46 Since the lacuna is so extensive, Schenke's reconstruction (assumed above) is especially 


uncertain. 
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(cont.) 
NA? Mae? Mae! 
27:3 xoic dpyxlepedow xoi enapxiepewc (omit “and  wmapxiepevc MN 
mpsopurépotc elders") NEMPECBYTEPOC MITAAOC 
27:[12] Gpxiepéov xoi NAPXIEPEWC MEN NAPXIEPEYC MN 
npeoButépwv wenpecBYTe[poc M]Maoc nenpecByTepoc uma oc 
27:20 ol d€ doytepets xal of NAPXIEPEWC MEN NAPXIEPEYC AE MN 
npeoßBútepor TICYN?€A PION NETIPECBYTEPOC 
27:[41] ol àpxıepeiç ... petà [Napxiep]ewc men NKAIAPXIEPEYC MN 
TAV ypa aTéwy xod (omit “and scribes") NETPAMMATEYC MN 
mpseopurépov uenrip[ecBy]Tepoc ur aoc wenpecbyrepoc 
2812 TV npeoßutépwv NEMPECBYTEPOC MIIAAOC NETPECBYTEPOC MITAAOC 


Mae? only corresponds formally with NA?” in 3 of the 11 passages, while mae! 
corresponds with 7. While mae? likewise disagrees 4 times with NA?" regard- 
ing references to “of the people,” it agrees with mae! but twice (27:12; 28:12), 
disagreeing in 27:3, 41. The apparatuses indicate no relevant variae lectiones. 

The modifier umaoc in 28:12 may be due to harmonisation, not only to those 
passages listed above, but also to the Old Testament (e.g., Exod 19:7; Isa 3:14). 
No such harmonisation, however, is evident in any ofthe Greek manuscripts of 
this verse. Alternatively, given the varied representation ofthe leadership terms 
in mae?, the translator may have lacked a knowledge or appreciation of their 
distinctiveness. In particular, the Middle Egyptian versions may have included 
urnaoc to clarify that npeceyrepoc did not refer to priests (cf. Forster 2002, 673), 
but to a body of leaders. 


28:12.2.3 TUMBOUVALSv te Anóvcec &pyópia ixavà ESwxev. Mae? does not represent 
NA?”s cupoUAtóv te Aoóvcec. Rather, the translator implies that the elders met 
in counsel in the verse's initial verb e[a.] v[ r»x] | n]. While NA?” has cvpBotAtov 
as the object complement of the participle Aoóvrec, the object complement in 
mae? is the money: 


NA?*: cuuoUAt6v te Aaßóvteç 
Mae?: eayat wovu [nu] ou n]eer 
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Mae?’s reading may have been influenced by the word order in the Greek. 
Coptic syntax usually puts the complement after the verb. In NA7", however, 
an object complement occurs not only prior to the verbal form Aofóvcsc, but 
also immediately thereafter: cupBovaAtdv te Aofóvvec &pyúpıa. Both nouns are in 
the accusative, allowing dpyvpta to be an ambiguous complement to Aofóvcsc. 
Accordingly, while NA?’ uses only the one verb éSwxav, both mae? and bo^ 
convey the payment of the guards with two verbs: the leaders took a large sum 
of money and they gave it to the guards, the first of which makes the silver the 
object complement to the corresponding verb gaya. 


28:12.0.4 eres. pee. While NA?’ reads tots otpatiwtats, mae? expands its represen- 
tation to include the relative: neumatai erga peg. This may have been deemed 
necessary since this is the narrative's first reference to the guards as soldiers. 
28:12.b Text Critical Analysis. NA?” indicates no textual variation. 

Matt 28:13 
Mae? [eyx]@ mmac xe axic xe af” NeqMacHTHC gayi e[eu]^? [Tey ]au ewc 


TENNKAT ?2Yqrrq uxiovu saying, “Say ‘his disciples came in the night as 
we were sleeping. They stole him.’” 


NA?”  AéEvovtes, Etrxorce tt Ot padytal adtod vux tóc eAPovtes ExAeipav adtov 
Yu àv KOLLWLEVOY. 


28:13.a Translational Analysis. The only syntactical difference is that NA?" has 
the absolute genitive nudv xotjcpévov, while mae? uses ewe to facilitate its use 
of present reunkar, without resorting to the circumstantial. This is also the 
case, for example, in 25:10. Given that Coptic lacks participles and a case system, 
the use of ecc with the present finite form reunkar is not unexpected. 


28:13.b Text Critical Analysis. NA?’ indicates no textual variation. 


47 Schenke transcribes this as anequaoutuc, and writes, "Zwischen a und Lücke von einer 
Buchstabenbreite; vielleicht auf Grund von Rasur" (2001, 190). 

48 Although common in the earlier chapters, the shorter orthography en does not appear in 
any extant passage after chapter 12. 
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Matt 28:14 


Mae? eg)[c@][t]49 apu nieureuan {e}aqcwmren®°? eneicexa [eu eeu?! umaq 


àOoYQ NTWTEN ewTen eu[ep | ruuoy?? nauepianoc “Ifthe governor should 
hear this word, we will persuade him, and as for you yourselves, we will 
make you worry free." 


NA?" 


DA 


xai &àv dxovady tobto "Emi tod hyeuóvoç, huei neioopev ? [o0 xov ] xai ojus 
aUEpiVOUS mou]copev. 


28:14.a Translational Analysis. 


28:14.a.1 ea [o] [nu] apu nenreman {2}aqcwTen eneicexu. NA? reads ... ¿àv dxov- 
cf tobto emt tod Hyepóvoç, with the verb in the passive. Mae?, along with mae! 


and bo4, puts the verb in the active voice so that the governor is represented 


as the subject and not the complement. Moreover, todto is represented as the 


complement eneicexu in mae? (and similarly in mae! and bo^). Since the use 


of the preposition e- bound to neicexu was determined by the decision to put 


the clause into the active voice, mae? is not a reliable witness either to NA27’s 
¿ni or to 010 in 03 05 pc. 


49 


50 


51 


52 


Schenke's reconstruction eaj[anu] [ae] (cf. mae}, sa?) is faulty because it extends the 
right margin too far by about two letters. The proposed reconstruction ea[o][nu] not 
only fits the space better, but also reflects the translator's tendency not to represent initial 
xai (cf. 1.5). Moreover, in the three other occurrences of NA?"s xal ¿àv in mae?'s extant 
passages, the translator conveys the Greek without representing xai with e. 

Given that the converter apu indicates that the clause is conditional, Schenke is right to put 
the ? of gaqcwrTem in round brackets, indicating that the scribe meant to write aqcwTen. 
Schenke's reconstruction [anan] euerueu has two problems. First, the letters e and n of 
enemon have so little extant ink that they should be put inside brackets. Secondly, the 
manuscript probably did not have anan. Despite NA?”s emphatic v|ueic and the reading of 
the other Coptic versions, its absence in mae? seems evident, for there is an unambiguous 
space after the preceding word eneicexu which can hardly signal anything else but the end 
of the line. Furthermore, the reconstruction of the additional four letters makes this line 
longer than the surrounding lines. 

Schenke's reconstruction eue[ep]ruuov is overly optimistic. Also, since haplography of the 
€ of ep- occurs 12 times in the extant text of mae?, the shorter form en[ep]|THNoy is more 
likely since the line is already one of the longest of the page. 
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28:14.a.2 nusts. Mae? gives no representation to the Greek emphatic pronoun in 
the initial clause of the apodosis, but compensates its absence by the optative 
[eu]eneu. After all, in this context, the intensive pronoun does not serve to 
stress one subject over another, but rather to emphasise the surety of the chief 
priests’ oath, a point underscored by the optative.5? 


28:14.a.3 Wrayreu ewmten. The use of &ro»reu ewren probably is an attempt to 
reflect bud in its intensive position at the head of the clause, especially since 
direct objects do not normally occur at the head of a clause in indigenous 
Coptic (Layton 2004, 146). 


28:14.b Text Critical Analysis. 
28:14.b.1 èni. Cf. 28:14.a.1. 


28:14.6.2 [noxóv]. The Coptic versions do not reliably attest either the presence 
of the pronominal object aùtóv in NA’, or its absence in some manuscripts, 
for regardless, they probably would supply some form of the complement, 
whether the pronominal suffix attached to the verb as in bo^, or attached to 
the preposition as in the other three Coptic versions (cf. Emmenegger 2007, 
105; Mink 1972, 233-237). 


Matt 28:15 


Mae? wr2Y A6 ayx NeeT [e ]ayipa kaTa Ten eTgayxac NEOY aoyw nei[ce]xn 
2d4CMp €BàX een toyaata THPC os [eo] v[u] enaoy They, for their part, 
took (the)>* money. They did as they were told. And this word spread in 
all Judea to the present day. 


NA?" oi8& Aaßóvteç "tà dpydpla Emoinoay we EdiddyOyoav. Kai “Steqypicdy 6 
Aóyoc obxoc mapa Iovdalorg u£xpt THs onpmepov "![Y]uépac]. 


28:15.a Translational Analysis. 


53 “In actual occurrences, the meanings of main-clause epe- are greatly affected by the types 
of discourse in which it occurs and the authority status of the speaker, in context. These 
include ... oaths ...” (Layton 2004, 264). 

54 Thearticle is necessary in English, but mae? lacks it. 
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28:15.a.1 tay. All four Coptic versions represent the substantivised participle 
ol ... AwBovtes with the personal independent preceding the verb, a typical way 
for Coptic to represent the Greek (cf. 9:31; 22:5; 26:66). 


28:15.a.2 eveayxac neoy. While the other Coptic versions translate the Greek 
verb 615&0xw formally with the verb tcs to teach, mae? employs the verb xw. 
Schenke writes, “28,15 wie ihnen gesagt worden war] und nicht ‘wie sie belehrt 
worden waren’; was mae 2 übersetzt, entspricht etwa einem (xa8)w¢ éppé8n 
avtots: aber nicht dem w¢ ¿dıðáyInoav” (2001, 191). Schenke's judgment is dif- 
ficult to sustain considering that BDAG assigns the meaning *to tell someone 
what to do, tell, instruct" to the word 8i8&cxo as it is used in Matt 28:14 (Bauer 
2001, 241). In this light, mae? seems to provide a contextually sensitive transla- 
tion of 2615dé8ycav, one which suggests that the leaders simply told the guards 
what to do, rather than giving them formal instruction. Mae? and sa? include 
the object complement neoy (sa?: nay) as a matter of course. 


28:15.a.3 nei[ce] xn eaqcm@p eBar. The four Coptic versions render NA?" passive 
dtepnpicby ó Aóyoc obtoc as an active. This eliminates the ambiguity of the 
guards being identified as the subject of the verb, as if the guards themselves 
were responsible for the perpetuation of the rumour. 


28:15.a.4 ZEN ToYA 242. THPC. Mae? and mae! convey that the guards’ report spread 
throughout all Judea, rather than among the Jews. The difference may be due to 
the use of the verb cop (mae: cop) which these two versions (and bo^) use to 
convey spread (8tevuto0n), for it was more typically used in regard to spreading 
throughout a geographical area, and not to spread something among a people 
group. 

cop is indeed the very regularly used by Bohairic to convey that a report 
spread widely (Matt 9:31; 28:15; Mark 1:45; Luke 4:37; 1Thes 1:8). Apparently, the 
verb tcoerr (sa?) was not an option for Bohairic (or for mae?, mae!, and Codex 
Glazier), for Crum cites no biblical occurrences of +cat with this meaning in 
the Bohairic dialect.5> In the Sahidic New Testament, cop is used only in Luke 
11:22, where it describes the scattering of a strong man’s armour over an area. 
This is similar to its use in Bohairic (Isa 31:4; Ezek 36:19; Matt 9:31). Likewise, 
when cop is used to convey that a report, in particular, was spread abroad, as in 


55 Thesole occurrence is in Jer 13:22 where it means “to disgrace publicly,’ without reference 
to spreading the report of the disgrace by word of mouth. 
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the case of Matt 28:15, its spreading was throughout a geographical area (Ruth 
11995; Mark 1:45^5; Luke 4:375; 1Thes 1:8°°). 

The guards’ report in Matt 28:15 in the Bohairic version is apparently the only 
occurrence of cop being used to convey something being spread among people 
rather than throughout a geographical location. Yet, even here, there is evidence 
from bo^* that this passage may have originally had a geographical reference in 
Bohairic. Horner's transcription of bo^ reads that the report spread among the 
Jews, although his apparatus indicates that this is a correction of ben nuoYaa1 
in Judea (1898-1905, 1.279). Perhaps, then, the reading of Matt 28235 in the 
Bohairic tradition was revised to reflect the source language more closely. Such 
a revision may have been facilitated by an orthographical similarity between 
the two words. 

Accordingly, the reference to the geographical region in mae? and mae! may 
reflect a concession to the indigenous Coptic of Middle Egyptian and Bohairic. 
Moreover, given the decimation of the Jewish community in Oxyrhynchus after 
the Jewish Revolt (115—117 CE), and its late and slow recovery in the late third 
century (Epp 2006, 32-46), the guards' report spreading in Judea may have 
made more sense than saying that it spread among the Jews, especially with 
the added comment that the rumour was active to this day. 


28:15.b Text Critical Analysis. 


28:15.b.1 Tà &pyvpıa. Since the Coptic versions are generally unreliable witnesses 
to the Greek article, they should not be cited in support of presence of the 
Greek article prior to &pyúpıa in NA?’ or its absence in some manuscripts (cf. 1.5; 
Plumley 1977, 148). 


28:15.b.2 ğegypicðn. Coptic cannot distinguish the subtle distinction between 
the Greek word ¿ọnpicðn in some witnesses and õiegypicôn in NA?". 


28:15.6.3 ef) uegov [huépas]. The reading enooy neooy of sa? and, similarly, enay 
neaoy in mae!, seem to mimic NA?"s emphatic reading ojnyepov [nuepas]. In 
contrast, mae? and bo^ have the shorter reading enaoy (bo^: edooy), similar 
to most manuscripts. The Coptic versions may not reliably represent their 
respective Vorlagen in this difficult textual decision. For example, in 27:8 where 
the short form is unanimously found in the Greek, all the versions except mae? 
have the longer form.56 


56 Horner reports that one Bohairic manuscript also has the longer form (1898-1905, 1.260). 
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Matt 28:16 


Mae? mix e uuaeurac eayajeueo[ v] EXEN TITAOCY wrraAXenada erue 
erea(q)rTa [ua ov ]9? epaq nxn inc The eleven disciples went upon the 
mountain of Galilee, to the place which Jesus had told them. 


NA27 Oi dé Evdexa pabytai EropevOnoay elc mhv TaAtratav elc td öpoç oÔ &x&torvo 
adtots ó Ingots, 


28:16.a Translational Analysis. 


28:16.4.1 EXEN rrraov NTTadetaia. With two asyndetic prepositional phrases, 
NA?’ indicates that the disciples went to a certain mountain in Galilee. The first 
phrase designates the larger geographical region, while the second specifies 
a location therein: eig thy ToAtvatev elc tò dpoc. In translation, perhaps as a 
concession to the receptor language, both Middle Egyptian versions reduce 
the two destinations to the single destination the mountain of Galilee, with the 
specific location preceding the larger region. Mae? reflects the same word order 
inversion in 21:1 (cf. CEV). 


28:16.a.2 eTea(q)Ta[Maoy] epay. Assuming the reconstruction (cf. n. 57), mae? 
has the verb Tama where NA?" has the verb tågow. The two words share a similar 
semantic domain, although the Coptic word is used in regard to informing, 
while the Greek word is used in regard to appointing or commanding (Bauer 
2000, 991). Authoritative persons, however, telling or informing (tama) their 
inferiors what they are to do is tantamount to commanding or instructing them 
(cf. 21:6; 26:19), so that mae?'s verb choice is appropriate for this context. Tama 
in 2836 was probably influenced by its occurrence in v. 10 where Jesus has the 
women tell or instruct (Tama) his brothers to go to Galilee. 


28:16.b Textual Analysis. NA?’ indicates no textual variation. 


57 Instead ofthe verb Tama, mae! and sa? both use the loanword racce, which corresponds 
well with the Greek étdé&ato. While acce would fit mae”’s available space, the preposi- 
tional object epa« that normally follows it is present, suggesting instead ra [uaov]. 
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Matt 28:17 


Mae? wr2Y ae eTeayneoy epaq gay |eiToy enecur eaywmay|T neq gainu Ac 
unaoYy]58 gaoyaictazH When they saw him, they prostrated themselves. 
They worshiped him. But some doubted. 


H 


NA?" xaii8óvtec adtov npocexüvrcav?, oi dé edtotacav. 


28:17.a Translational Analysis. 


28:17.a.1 [gay leitoy enecur eay@ay[T neq]. Both Middle Egyptian versions use 
two verbs to convey the lexically dense verb npocxuvéw. IIpooxuvéc was used 
frequently "to designate the custom of prostrating oneself before persons and 
kissing their feet ..., etc.” But the term can also refer to a person's “complete 
dependence on or submission to a high authority figure" (Bauer 2001, 883). By 
using the two Coptic clauses, mae? and mae! convey both meanings of the one 


Greek word (cf. 12:22a). 


28:17.4.2 NTAY As. The use ofthe personal independent with the perfectis notan 
unusual way for mae? to represent the absolute genitive, a construction which 
otherwise lacks a formal syntactical equivalent in Coptic (cf. 11:7; 16:2; 28:15). 


28:17.a.3 [2aINH AG MMAOY] exovAdcTa zn. Assuming the reconstruction, all four 
Coptic versions represent ambiguous oi with eain or its dialectal equivalent. 


28:17.b Text Critical Analysis. The Coptic versions all use the verb oywayt (mae: 
oywgT) with an object neq (mae? mae! sa?; bo^: muog), and would render the 
Greek verb mpocexbvyoav with an object whether the Greek object were absent 
or present (cf. 20:20; 28:9). Thus, mae? cannot reliably attest the shorter reading 
in NA?’ or the presence of the complement «vt in most manuscripts, or abtév 
in 036 700*. 


58  Schenke’s reconstruction gaywa[T neq] ea [i]w[u] is overly optimistic. The letters 2, a, and 
yin gain should be placed within the brackets. 
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Matt 28:18 


Mae? 


e2»qcexa [4-8 letters?? nxn inc xe] ayt Nei nTezoycia ru[pc 5-8 letters 
eixeu |? nkeen Jesus said (to them), "All authority has been given to me 
... and on earth.” 


NA?" 


xai rtpoceA8ov 6 'Inooüc EAdAnoev adtois A£yov, 'E860v uot moa é&ovcio 
&y Tobpava xai eri [ths] fc." 


28:18.a Translational Analysis. (Cf. 1.5.) For xoi tpoceA9ov, cf. 28:2.a.1. 


28:18.b Textual Analysis. 


28:18.b.1 odpav®. The manuscript breaks off at the corresponding point, and so 


mae? 


cannot support the plural reading found in 05, against the grammatical 


singular elsewhere. 


28:18.b.2 [ths]. Since the Coptic article is not a reliable indicator of the Vorlage 
(cf. 1.5; Plumley 1977, 148) mae? should not be cited in support of either variant 


reading. Schenke’s retroversion of keen as having the Greek article is pedantic, 


and wrongly suggests that mae? supports the omission in most manuscripts 
against its inclusion (in brackets) in NA?”. 


28:18.b.3 xoc ånéomàév pe ó nathp, KaYW dmooTEAW Duds. Mae? does not 
support the long singular reading found in 038. The gloss from John 20:21 in 038 


59 


60 


Since there are various ways to reconstruct the text, the lacuna should be left partially 
unfilled. Schenke reconstructs with the preposition noyu- in gaqcexu [noynoy uxa THC 
xe], following the reading of mae! (cf. 11:7; 14:27; 22:46). However, cexu could be followed 
by other prepositions such as men- (26:47), or n- (2733). The uncertainty is compounded by 
the presence of the redundant participle of speech A¢ywv which is represented in the other 
three Coptic versions as eyx@ umoc (umac), but which Schenke leaves unrepresented in 
his reconstruction. 

Schenke's reconstruction Tu[pe NNaTTH men nereixeu] nkeeu appears to exceed the avail- 
able space by 3-7 letters. His reconstruction follows mae! closely, although the (proclitic) 
possessive pronouns (maz Ta- naz; cf. Layton 2004, 46) are not frequent in mae?, occur- 
ring but once in in the Passion narrative (27:56). Otherwise, Mae? regularly reads e(e)u 
mu where NA?" has év obpava (cf. sa? and bo^). These competing reconstructions and the 
space issue suggest that the lacuna should be unfilled. 
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is instructive and cautionary: sometimes such accretions occur in manuscripts 
asamatter of course, and that similar glosses in mae? may be explained without 
resorting to an alternative Vorlage. 


Matt 28:19 
Mae? mag macso Nn[econoc THPOY eTeTeN |BatTTICH®! inaaov enpen a [rior 


MEN ripa] MEN TNA erove[s] “Go! Teach all peoples, baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit.” 


NA27 ropevdévtes odv padytedoute návta tà £vn, "Bantičovteç abtods elc tò 
dvoua Tod MaTPd¢ xal TOD vi0d xal Tod dy(ou MvEvLaTOS, 


28:19.a Translational Analysis. The only noteworthy syntactical difference is 
that mae? and the other three Coptic versions represent the initial participle as 
an imperative. The participle here, however, can have an imperatival function 
(cf. Wallace 1996, 650—651), just as all four Coptic versions represent it. 


28:19.b Textual Analysis. 


28.19.b.1 odv. Since mae? often gives no representation to odv (cf. 1.5), there is 
no way to discern whether its Vorlage had NA?"s ov or lacked it as in most 
manuscripts. Mae?, however, probably supports NA?"'s exclusion of vôv against 
05. 


28:19.b.2 BartiZovtes. The text is lacunose, but regardless, mae? could not reli- 
ably support either the present tense ofthe participle in NA?" or the aorist tense 
in 03 05. Even if the tense of the Vorlage were an aorist, the verb itself is a par- 
ticiple having imperatival force which cannot be conveyed in Coptic with the 
corresponding perfect. 


61 The conjunctive [wreren ]Barrricu is a viable alternative (cf. sa?). 
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Matt 28:20 


Mae? er[ereurcaBa MMaoY ego] NIM ergaigou uaa oy [NHTEN ega pee 
epaoy 82 < anak tneqornu ueu[uurn about 10-18 letters]® < 
>->->->->-MMeElE@N >->->->- "Teaching them everything which I have 


commanded you to keep. I will be with you... of this age." 


NA?” = Otdcoxovtes adtods moei návta Goat &vexerAd qun otv: xai Sod tyw Sued’ 
ouv ciu mca Tas NUEPAS EWS THS cuvceAe(oc TOD aiðvoç.T 


28:20.a Translational Analysis. 


28:20.a.1 tneq@ooru. While the Greek uses present tense (eip), mae? uses the 
future auxiliary. The passage refers to the period from the present until the end- 
time consummation. The thoughtful translator, then, must decide whether his 
translation should emphasise the certainty of Jesus’ contemporary presence, or 
of his future presence (cf. CEV). Mae?'s use of the future auxiliary emphasises 
that Jesus' assured presence will continue until the consummation. 


26:20.a.2 umeiewn. While NA?" reads tod aidvoc, mae? has the demonstrative. 
With some frequency, mae? translates the Greek definite article as the demon- 
strative. This is seen, for example, in 10:32; 16:26; 17:9; 19:22; 25:28; 26:72; 27:21, 
40, 42; 28:20. The other Coptic versions do so occasionally, as well (cf. 17:9/ael; 
19:22/mael: 26:75mael boA; 97:9jmael sa9). This phenomenon is facilitated by the 
change of a single vowel sound. It may be compared with the Coptic tendency 
to expand the article to include a pronominal intermediate (cf. Emmenegger 
2007, 105; Mink 1972, 232—237). 


62 My reconstruction above contrasts with Schenke's which reads, [uureu xe eyegapee e- 
paoy]. Schenke based his reconstruction on mae! which appears to be two to five letters 
too long. In contrast, my reconstruction agrees with sa? and bo^ in using the infinitive 
form, although located earlier in the verse. Either reconstruction must remain uncertain. 

63 Schenke's reconstruction NeM[MHTN NNEgaoyY THPOY uxo eg], although corresponding 
closely to NA?” and following mae! exactly, is too long by six to ten letters, and needs to 
be shortened. Perhaps the translator thought mdoas xà nuepac to be redundant in light 
of ëwç tç cuvtedelacg tod aidvoc, and did not give representation to the phrase, or an 
element was inadvertently omitted. The lacuna is best left unfilled, especially since there 
is further uncertainty over 1) whether evvceAe(oc might have been represented by cywrexia. 
(cf. 13:[39], [40], 49; 24:3) or by x«x; 2) whether ega) was used (sa?); and 3) whether the 
preposition aa might have been used (sa? bo^). 
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28:20.b Text Critical Analysis 


28:20.b.1 ty% we’ pv eip. Since word order is fixed much more stringently in 
Coptic than Greek (Plumley 1977, 143; Kreinecker 2008, 141), the Coptic versions 
cannot reliably support either NA?”s placement of cipu in the last position or 
after the pronoun żyw prior to the prepositional phrase 129’ bud in o1 and 05 


28:20.b.2 Auyy. Mae? supports NA?” (01 02* 03 05 032 f! 33) against inclusion of 
the Amen (02° 038 f!? M). 


5.8 Conclusion 


The insights derived from the foregoing analysis of 28:1-20 regarding the gen- 
eral character of the translation and the individual translational decisions are 
similar to those found previously in 5:38-6:18 and 12:3-27. The analysis makes 
clear that there is no need to resort to an alternative Vorlage to explain mae?, for 
translation and transmission factors account for most syntactical differences. 
Moreover, not only does the general content of the final leaf correspond to the 
Greek manuscript tradition of Matthew, but so does the general content of each 
verse, and this is true even of individual clauses (cf. 2.2.2). Most importantly, 
even when mae”’s syntax differs significantly from NA?", mae? usually conveys 
the meaning of the Greek. 


534 — Syntactícal Differences 
The following chart depicts mae?'s significantly different readings from NA?" 


with a brief summary of the explanation in the preceding full analysis. 


Significant syntactical differences 


Alternate Greek 
reading with 
NA?” Mae? similar meaning Explanation 
28:.a.2 "Ope dé [een Tloy@u Ac The translator may have avoided the 
cabRatwv, TH mncamnaeon awkward repetition of the Sabbath 
emigwoxovoy ei mwp[n] In reference because the day of the week 
elc piav the night of the was already established. 


cabBatwv Sabbath, early in 


the morning 
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.) 


CHAPTER 5 


Alternate Greek 
reading with 
NA?” Mae? similar meaning Explanation 

2874.3 TH ei oop[n eeu] Mae"'s reference to the stars probably 

emipwoxovoy [n]neoy unovain reflects the attempt to convey the 
ETI NAPH RCIOY timing ofthe visit more precisely, for 
un[aoi] at the word ¿nıpwoxw refers not generally 
daybreak while to the dawn, but more precisely, to the 
the stars were still twilight period of early morning prior 
above to sunrise. 

28:144. ABEN ... eayi eperq The translator reduced the verbal pair 
Oecpfjcot tov unengco|y] They Aey ... 0ecpfcot to a single verb, as he 
tov came to the tomb does elsewhere when one of the verbs 

is redundant. 

28:2.6.:1.— &yyeXoc ... oyarredoc ... [e]aai The translator often reduces redundant 
xotoafdc... ^ €BaX.. AOYM PAYL paired -£gyopat verbs; cf. 28:9.a.2. 
xoi TpoceASwv Manu [eBar] An 
anextAicev angel came forth 
tov Al0ov from heaven, and 

he took the stone 
away 

28:2.a.2 dmextdAicev gaq! MINH Perhaps because Copt readers may 
Tov Ai8ov [e8aA] he took the have been unaware of the Jewish 


stone away 


custom of securing burial caves with 
round stones, mae? indicates the 
stone’s removal without explicitly 


stating that it was rolled away. 
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Alternate Greek 
reading with 
NA?” Mae? similar meaning Explanation 
28:.b.2  &nò ths ðúpaç [eip]o« mnemgceoy 019 036 038 f! f/? 33 Mae?'s Vorlage may follow the well 
tod uvypeiov fromthe mouth of 5651241 attested variant. But the expansion may 
the tomb be translational, arising coincidentally 
and independently as a harmonisation 
to 27:60, or to help Copt readers 
understand that the stone was not a 
grave marker, but a barrier to the entry 
ofa hewn grave. 
28:.4.2  èyevýðnoav wç gayrœ[oyn] [wre]u Mae? (and ActsGlazier) supplies Twoyn 
vexpot NeenpequaoyT occasionally to predicate existence and 
they arose as dead to anticipate actions. 
people 
28:.0.3 TOV (omit) 348 The translator or a copyist may have 
¿otavpwpévov omitted it accidentally, especially 
since the previous clause had already 
completed the thought. 
28:7.a.2  iðoù cÎnov duty (omit) The translator may have deliberately 
omitted the clause due to its 
curiousness and superfluity, 
exacerbated by his tendency to avoid 
representation of idov. 
28:9.a.2  ai8£ NTAY A€ Coptic versions frequently lack 
TpoceAÓo0cot ejay(a)MeeTH representation of -£pyopou participles. 
expatnaay NNEqOYHPHTH They, 


abvtod tob¢ 


nó8ac 


for their part, 
clasped his feet 
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Significant syntactical differences (cont.) 


CHAPTER 5 


Alternate Greek 
reading with 


NA?” Mae? similar meaning 


Explanation 


28:10.a.1 Mù poßeîoðe (omit) 


The translator or a copyist may have 
omitted it accidentally, especially 
since the previous clause had already 


completed the thought. 


28:10.a.2 Iva ànéàðwow Mapovkaru that 


they return 


The translator assumes the perspective 
that the disciples’ journey originated in 
Galilee, hence, Jesus’ instructions 

to depart (déA8wotv) for Jerusalem 


constitutes a return (uapoYK@TH). 


28:12.a.2  mpecfurtépov  wenpecByrepoc 
umaaoc the elders 


of the people 


Mae? may reflect harmonisation to Old 


and New Testament passages. 


2815.0(3 TAP een toyaata THPC 


Tovdaiois in all Judea 


cop is otherwise not used to convey 
distribution among people groups, but 
only of distribution over a geographical 
area, prompting the complement 

“in all Judea.” Also, the local Jewish 
community had been decimated after 
the Jewish revolt, so that there may 
have been few local Jews among whom 
the report could be circulated “to this 


” 


day. 


2835.b3  ONLEOV enaoy to the 01 02 032 0148"id f! 
[nears] present day 13 33 M 


The Coptic versions probably are not 


reliable witnesses to this biblical idiom. 


SYNTAX AND REPRESENTATION OF MATT 28:1-20 199 


Alternate Greek 
reading with 
NA?” Mae? similar meaning Explanation 
28:17.a.1 ovv [eay]eïroy enecur Mae? uses two verbs to convey the 
Tpocexüvmoay ayw |T neq] fuller meaning of the one Greek word. 
they prostrated 
themselves. They 
worshiped him 
2838.a  mpoceAÓQy e2qcexu [4-8 The Coptic versions frequently lack 
6 'Incoüc letters nxn inc] representation of -£pyopat participles; 
eddAyoev Jesus said (to them) cf. 28:9.a.2. 


abtots 


Schenke’s alternative Vorlage view is all the less sustainable since there are very 
few renderings which convey a meaning that is actually different from known 
Greek readings.® Of the renderings which do convey a different meaning from 
NA2”, three may reflect transmission error: two possibly involving accidental 
omission (28:5.a.3; 28:10.a.1), and a third involving harmonisation (28:12.4.2). 

Readings like these three are replete throughout the tradition, as exemplified 
by the omission of the clause jv 8 ý ciðéa adtod in o1 (28:4), or the omission 
of un TKeMapia in sa?94 (28:1; Kreinecker 2008, 35), or the gloss of John 20:21 
incorporated into 038 (28:18.6.3). Such readings are all the more possible in 
translation texts, for in addition to the typical transmission errors, one must 
also deal with errors in the translation process. The presumed early date of 
mae? and its short reception history probably made it even less likely for such 
errors to have been corrected. 

A fourth rendering which differs in meaning from NA?” is the lack of repre- 
sentation of iðoù &irov bpi (28:7.a.2) which could reflect a translational deci- 
sion. The lack of representation of i800 cînov dutv and py poßeîoðe (28:10.a.1) 
would be all the more perplexing if mae? actually were associated with an alter- 
native Hebrew Matthean redaction. 


64  Afterscrutinising the various apparatuses in the research and writing phase of this chap- 
ter, I reviewed them all again looking for variants which might correspond to these 21 ele- 
ments in particular. However, I was unable to find any corresponding Greek witnesses for 
any of them, except for the three listed in the chart. 
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The remaining syntactical differences between mae? and NA?" are proba- 
bly best explained as translation phenomena. A few of these syntactical differ- 
ences might initially strike the reader as conveying a different meaning from 
NA?". On the other hand, recognition of the translator's established patterns of 
translation (e.g., 28:1.a.4; 28:2.a.1), as well as identification of the constraints of 
his contextual-linguistic environment (e.g., 28:1.a.2; 28:1.a.3), and even consid- 
eration of culture (e.g., 28:2.a.2; 28:15.a.4), help explain how the translator may 
have produced his translation from a Vorlage not unlike our modern critical 
editions. 


5.9.2 Correspondence with Textual Variants 

Most of the variants cited in NA?’ cannot be reliably attested by mae? due to 
ambiguities in translation. Those readings which mae? reliably attests, how- 
ever, do typically affirm NA?" (281.61; 28:2.6.1; 28:2.6.2; 28:6.6; 28:7.6; 28:9.b.1; 
28:10.b.1; 28:10.b.2; 28:20.0.2). 

There are two readings in mae? which correspond syntactically with variants 
rejected by the editors of NA’. In the case of NA?"s textually difficult read- 
ing onyepov [nuepac] (cf. 28:75.6.3), mae? has the shorter reading enaov rather 
than enaoy neaoy. The Coptic versions, however, probably are not reliable wit- 
nesses to this idiom (cf. Matt 27:8). If mae?’s Vorlage did have the shorter read- 
ing instead of NA?"s longer bracketed reading, it would corroborate the con- 
siderable support of 01 02 032 01484 f! 13 33 W. 

The other mae? reading which corresponds syntactically to a competing 
NA?’ variant is discussed in 28:2.5.2. NA?" does not include either of the two 
expansive references to the stone’s removal (from the door, or from the door 
of the tomb). The correspondence between mae? and the long Greek variant 
could hardly be closer, and it would seem that mae?'s Vorlage had the long 
variant. One cannot, however, discount the possibility that the variant in mae? 
arose coincidentally and independently, as a pragmatic explicitation of an 
unfamiliar tradition of the source language's culture. Such a possibility should 
be considered since mae? does not often disagree with its closest allies o1 and 
03 on Greek variants which are obviously secondary. 

The analysis in these last three chapters has reinforced the basis for rejecting 
Schenke's hypothesis of an alternative Vorlage, and has suggested instead that 
mae?'s Vorlage was in substantial agreement with most NA?” readings. These 
conclusions provide the basis for the next chapter's identification of mae?'s 
closest allies through a text critical analysis of selected sample passages. 


CHAPTER 6 


Identification of Mae? Allies 


6a Introduction 


6311 Purpose 

In this chapter, I outline the textual relationship between mae? and specific 
Greek manuscripts. I do so by assessing mae?’s correspondence with the Greek 
variants in select test passages.! The assessment identifies mae?’s allies, and 
allows their ranking according to their percentage of agreement. I also evaluate 
mae?'s support for NA?’, and compare their percentage of mutual agreement 
with other significant manuscripts. 

In short, I compare an array of readings in mae? with an array of manuscripts 
along with the critical edition NA?’, and then rank mae"'s affiliation with them. 
Those wishing to go immeditately into the assessment process may wish to pro- 
ceed to section 6.2 Analysis of Test Passages which is largely self-explanatory. 
For those with greater patience, I provide considerable detail in the next several 
sections that is intended to illuminate the process and facilitate peer review. 


61.2 Selection of Test Passages 

I examined 272 different variant passages culled from the three sources listed 
below. Most of these could not be used. About a fourth of them (64 of 272) are 
unusable due to lacunae in mae?. Of the 208 passages that are not lacunose, a 
little more than half (128 = 63.196) could not be used due to translational ambi- 
guity; this is not a remarkable proportion given Editio Critica Maior's rejection 
of about half of the Coptic citations in NA?”s apparatus for 1Peter 1 (cf. 1.3.3). 
Three variant passages were rejected because they were set within a verse omit- 
ted in mae? due to the scribe's own idiosyncratic error (6:5; 14:18; 20:10). In the 
end, a few more passages were excluded since they contained no competing 
variants supported by any of mae"'s allies (cf. 6.1.4). After elimination of these 
passages, 60 test passages remain. In 6.1.2.4, I have included a chart listing all 


1 Cf. the criticism of quantitative analysis by D.C. Parker, and his commendation of the Coher- 
ence Based Genealogical Method (2008, 164-167). Since there seems to be little prospect 
that the Coherence Based Genealogical Method will be able to assess textual relationships 
between a versional witness and Greek manuscripts, quantitative analysis seems the best 
option to assess mae*’s relationships with extant Greek manuscripts. 
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272 variant passages. The chart indicates the source from which the variants 
were culled, and the basis for the exclusion of individual variant passages. 


6.1.2.1 The Teststellen 

Almost half of the viable test passages were taken from Text und Textwert's 64 
Teststellen (Tst) for Matthew's Gospel (Aland et al. 1999). The editors identified 
these 64 passages as being especially important for assessing a manuscript's 
textual character. This feature distinguishes them from the other test passages, 
for the others were either determined indiscriminately or chosen with less 
discrimination. Additionally, the variants and their supporting manuscripts for 
the Teststellen have the advantage of being thoroughly documented. In the test 
passage summary charts below, the Teststellen are identified by the siglum Tst 
and their editors' numerical designation (e.g., Tst 19). 

Each of the 64 Teststellen was analysed, although only 29 were used in the 
final analysis. In addition to 22 Teststellen that could not be used due to lacunae 
in mae?, ten could not be used due to translational ambiguity between mae? 
and the relevant variants in a given passage; I justify their exclusion on an 
individual basis in 6.1.6. One was excluded due to an idiosyncratic scribal error 
involving the whole verse. Also, in the final analysis, two were excluded since 
their only support came from non-allied manuscripts (cf. 6.1.4). For further 
details, see the Comprehensive Chart of Considered Variants in 6.1.2.4. 

Any given Teststelle may have more than two variants, but I only analyse the 
NA?” reading, those variants that correspond in meaning to the text of mae?, 
and those that correspond in meaning to those manuscripts determined (in the 
final analysis) to be mae? allies. Excluded readings are not analysed since their 
consideration would merely inflate the correspondence of mae? and all its allies 
to NA?” without distinction, and not assist in ranking the allied manuscripts 
individually (cf. 6.3.2.1). 


6.1.2.2 Variants from 3 Leaves (5:38-6:18; 12:3-27; 281-20) 

The second set of variants was taken from NA?"'s apparatus for the three leaves 
analysed in chapters three through five above. These were chosen due to the 
close scrutiny they received in the previous analysis. Further, in contrast to the 
highly discriminate selection ofthe Teststellen by the Text und Textwert editors, 
every Greek variant cited in NA?’ for 5:38-6:18; 12:3-27; 281-20 was assessed.? 


2 Variants from the three sample leaves with only versional support are excluded entirely from 
consideration: 5:47; 6:5, 9, 11; 12:10. Apart from 6:9, u, the versional readings obviously lack 
correspondence with mae? (cf. 6:9.c n. 92; cf. 6:11.b). 
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Of the 102 additional variants listed in NA?” on these leaves, however, 88 could 
not be used to help identify mae?s Greek allies, allowing only 14 more pas- 
sages for consideration.? The vast majority of these excluded passages involved 
translational ambiguity. Analysis of both included and excluded passages has 
already been given in the previous three chapters, but summary data for the 14 
passages are also provided in each test passage chart in 6.2. The Comprehensive 
Chart in 6.1.2.4 provides further information. 


6.1.2.3 Variants from UBS* 

In contrast to NA?"s apparatus which was designed to assess the history of the 
text, the UBS* apparatus is designed for New Testament translators (Aland et 
al. 1993, 45). The limitation of its apparatus to translatable variants makes the 
UBS* especially useful in assessing the text of a version such as mae?. 

UBS* has a total of 160 variant passages in Matthew’s Gospel. Discounting the 
Teststellen and the variants appropriated from the three leaves (chapters 3-5) 
from these 160, there are 106 additional variant passages listed in UBS^. Instead 
of analysing all of these with the same level of scrutiny as I did for the three 
leaves, I restricted the selection of UBS* variant passages to those containing 
competing variants which differ so significantly from one another that their 
correspondence to mae? seems obvious, minimally affected by translation 
factors, and relatively certain.^ Examples include addition or omission of an 
entire verse (Matt 12:47; 16:2-3) and addition or omission of a significant word 
(23:19; 27:24). There are 17 such additional passages. 

I have assigned a sequential number (1-160) to each of the UBS* variant 
passages as they occur in the UBS* apparatus. In the test passage charts, I 
have labelled each UBS* variant passage with the siglum UBS^, followed by 
the designated variant passage number. An asterisk (*) follows this number to 
indicate that UBS* variant passages were not based on any thorough analysis, 
but on what seemed to me as immediately obvious and hardly disputable. 


3 The count does not include those passages which are already counted separately as Test- 
stellen. 

4 Ontheother hand, there are 51 UBS* variant passages extant in mae? which are not analysed 
since the certainty of their correspondence did not rise to the threshold of being obvious; 
some of these may in fact be helpful in assessing mae”’s allies should they be carefully exam- 
ined. A case could be made that a few additional passages would qualify (11:15; 13:35b; 14:30; 
15:4; 18:26; 19:9b, 20; 21:29-31; 27:16, 17). Ultimately, however, I deemed these as too suscepti- 
ble to interference from other factors such as harmonisation or independent expansion for 
consideration. 
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Since mae?'s syntax in these passages so obviously corresponds to one Greek 
reading over another, I have generally assigned them a degree of certainty rating 
of 1 (cf. 6.1.3.1). A few were assigned a 2 rating, duly considering the possibility 
that they may reflect a harmonisation independent of the Vorlage. 


64.2.4 Comprehensive Chart of Considered Variants 

The following chart provides a list of all 272 variant passages that I considered 
for this project. Exclusion of variant passages is indicated in the columns on 
the right side of the chart, with an X indicating if a passage was excluded on 
the basis of 1) mae?'s lacunose text; 2) mae?'s inability to reliably attest one 
variant reading against another (translationally ambiguous or uncertain); or 
3) the competing variant's lack of support from any of mae*’s closest allies, as 
determined in the final analysis; cf. 6.1.4. 

The left hand columns contain information pertaining not only to the 6o 
passages that were utilised in the final analysis, but for the remaining passages 
as well. The first column on the left assigns a test passage number to included 
passages, consecutively numbered 1-60; excluded variant passages are not 
numbered and their respective cells for this column are blackened. The other 
three columns identify which of the three sources from which a given variant 
was culled. 

Discussion from chapters three through five for the passages culled from the 
three leaves are cross-referenced in the pertinent column. 

In many cases, an included passage might have been culled from more than 
one source; thus, a test passage may not only be a Teststelle, but also a passage 
from one of the three leaves, or from a UBS* passage, or in some cases, from all 
three. In the statistical summary, care was taken not to double or triple count 
these variant passages. Accordingly, the totals for the variant passages from the 
three leaves and from UBS* reflect only additional passages, and not the total 
number of either of the last two categories. 

In the case of the three excluded variant passages in verses wholly affected 
by the scribe's own idiosyncratic error (6:5; 14:18; 20:10), the entire row of cells 
has been blackened. 

Passages cited with an a or b after the verse number correspond to one of 
two Teststellen in the same verse, or to one of two UBS* variant passages in the 
same verse. 
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants 


Test Variant Source of variant passages 
passage ^ passage 
no. 3 Leaves UBS^ 
Teststellen (section (numbered 
(tst no.) no.)* 1-160)8 
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Reason for exclusion 
Trans- Unsupported 
Not lationally by mae? 
extant” uncertain? allies 


5 Variants lacking Greek manuscript support are excluded. Cf. n. 2 above. 


UBS? does not list its variants in numerical sequence, although I have done so here. 


For the UBS* passages (excluding Teststellen and passages analysed in chapters 3-5), I have 


not attempted a thorough verification of Schenke's reconstruction of the lacunae. Where 


there seemed to be reasonable doubt regarding the reconstruction, I did not include the 


passage for consideration. 


8 Asexplained in 6.7.2.3, the threshold for translational certainty was set high for those variants 


culled from UBS*’s 160 variant passages. Cf. 6.1.2.3, n. 4. Also, a number of passages were not 


considered because ofthe possibility that the translator may have independently harmonised 


to other passages. 
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.) 


Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 


passage ^ passage 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally ^ by mae” 
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies 


9 Due to the large lacunae, there is no analysis of 5:48 in chapter 3. 


10 Dueto the large lacunae, there is no analysis of 5:48 in chapter 3. 
11 Thescribe, probably by accident, copied the similar text of v. 7 at this point. 
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 


passage ^ passage 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally ^ by mae? 
(tst no.) no.) 13160) extant uncertain allies 


6:5.c.4 


6:6.c 

8 6:7 6:7.c 

9 6:8 6:8.c.1 
6:8 6:8.c.2 
630 630.c1 
630 6:30.c.2 
6:12 6:12.C 

10 6:13 633.c 
6:14 6:14-15.C.1 
614 634-15.ba 
634 634-15.b.3 
635 634-15.b.3 
635 6:4-15.c.4 
6:16 636.c1 
6:16 6:16.c.2 
6:16 616.¢.3 
6:18 638.c.1 
638 638.c.2 
618 638.c.3 
6:25 
6:28 

n 6:33 
713 
714a 
714b 
7:21 
7:24 
8:9 
8:10 
838 
8:21 


12 8:25a 
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.) 


Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 


passage ^ passage 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally ^ by mae” 
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies 


37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 


12:4.b.2 
12:4.8.2 
12:4.b.3 
12:5.b 
12:6.b 
12:9.b 
12:10.a.1 


12:10.b.2 


12:10.b.3 


12:1.8.1 
12:11.8.2 
12:11.b.3 


1211.b.4 
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 


passage ^ passage 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally ^ by mae? 
(tst no.) no.) 13160) extant uncertain allies 


12:1.8.5 
12:12.a.1 
17 1213 12:13.b 
EE 1214 1214.b 
18 1215 12:15.b 
19 12:16 12:16.b 
1217 12:17.b 
1218 1238.b 
1218 12:18.b 
12:20 12:20.b.1 
12:20 12:20.b.2 
12:21 12:21.b 
20 12:22 12:22.b.2 
12:22 12:22.ba 
12:22 12:22.b.3 
12:24 12:24.b 
21 12:25 12:25.b.2 
12:27 12:24.b 
12:27 12:27.b.2 
12:36 
22 12:47 
13:1 
13:9 
im: 
23 13:35a 
13:35b 
13:43 
24 13:44 
25 13:45 


13:55 
14:3 
14:9 
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.) 


Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 


passage ^ passage 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally ^ by mae” 
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies 


14182 45 
14:24 
14:26 
14:29 
14:30 
15:4 
15:6a 

8 15:6b 
15:14 
15:15 
15:31 
15:35-36 
15:39 

9 16:2-3 
16:8 


16:12 


N 


N 


16:13 
16:20 
16:27 
17:2 
17:4 
31 17415 
17:20a 


w 
N 


17:21 
17:22 
17:26 
18:10-11 


18:14 


1815 


12 The verse is missing entirely, presumably due to scribal error. 
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Test Variant Source of variant passages 


passage ^ passage 


Reason for exclusion 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae? 
(tst no.) no.) 13160) extant uncertain allies 
18:19 89 
18:26 go 
19:4 91 
1977 92 
19:9a 93 
36 19:9b 94 
1910 95 
19:11 96 
19:16 97 
37 19:17 98 
19:20 99 
NE 19:24 100 
38 19:29a 101 
19:29b 102 
20:013 103 
2025 104 
39 2016 105 
E 20:17 106 
40 20:22 107 
20:23 108 
20:26 109 
20:30 10 
20:31 m 
41 2112 12 
21:29-31 13 
E 21:39 14 
42 21:44 15 
22:10 n6 
EE 22:23 u7 
43 22:30 n8 


13 The verse is missing entirely, presumably due to scribal error. 
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.) 


Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 


passage ^ passage 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally ^ by mae” 
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies 


22:32 


4 


4 22:35 
23:3 
23:4 
23:9 
23:13 
23:19 
23:23 
23:25 
23:26 
7 23:38 
24:6 


A 


24:7 
24:31 

8 24:36 
24:38 

9 24:42 

o 251 
25:13 
2515-316 


A 


a A 


26:20 
26:27 
26:28 
26:71 
27:2 
27:4 
27:5 
27:9 


1 27:10 


[1 


27:16 
27:17 
2 27:24 


5 
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Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 


passage ^ passage 


no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally by mae? 
(tst no.) no.) 13160) extant uncertain allies 


28:1.b.1 
28.1.b.2 
28.1.b.2 
28:2.b.1 
28:2.b.2 
28.3.b.1 
28:3.b.2 


28:3.b.2 
28:6.b 
28:7.b 
28:8.b 
28:9.ba 


28:9 28:9.b.2 
28:9 28:9.b.3 
28:10 28:10.b.1 
28:10 28:10.b.2 
28m 28:11.b 

2834 2814.21 
2834 28:14.b.2 
28:15 28:15.b.3 
28:15 28:15.b.1 
28:15 28:15.b.2 
28:17 28:17.b 

2818 28:18.b.1 
28:18 28:18.b.2 
28:18 2838.b.3 
28:19 28:19.b.1 
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Comprehensive chart of considered variants (cont.) 


Test Variant Source of variant passages Reason for exclusion 
passage passage 
no. 3 Leaves UBS^ Trans- Unsupported 
Teststellen (section (numbered Not lationally ^ by mae? 
(tst no.) no.) 1-160) extant uncertain allies 
28:19 28:19.b.2 x 
28:20 28:20.b.1 x 
60 28:20 28:20.b.2 160 
Test- Three 
stellen leaves^ UBS*!5 Total 
Total number of considered passages 64 102 106 272 
Number of excluded passages due to lacunae in mae? 22 10 32 64 
Number of excluded passages due to translational ambiguity 10 68 50 128 
Number of excluded passages due to lack of mae? allies 2 9 6 17 
Number of excluded passages due to mae? larger scribal error 1 1 1 3 
Total Number of excluded passages 35 88 89 212 
Total Number of included passages 29 14 17 60 


6.1.3 Presentation of Information in the Test Passage Charts 

Basic information for each test passage (6.2) is encapsulated in its own chart, 
with each chart labelled according to the test passage number and to chapter 
and verse reference. Additionally, the source for each test passage is indicated 
(cf. 6.1.2). Each of the 60 test passage charts includes 


— the identification of the affected text of NA?" 

— the competing variant(s) 

- my transcription of the relevant text of mae? with an English translation 
— alist of supporting manuscripts for each considered variant. 


14 Column excludes Teststellen which are already counted. 
15 Column excludes variant passages from the three leaves and the Teststellen which are 
already counted. 
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In many passages, mae?'s support for a given variant is obvious and needs no 
further explanation; otherwise, comments are provided below the chart. 


6.1.3.1 Degree of Certainty 

Since mae"'s degree of correspondence to a textual variant is relative, I have 
provided my own assessment of the degree of certainty that mae?'s text reflects 
one variant and not another. This is indicated in the chart on a scale of one 
to three, with one being the most certain, and three being the least certain.!6 
While the rating is subjective, I have attempted to give due consideration to five 
factors, usually in combination with each other: 


— The degree of formal equivalency in syntax between the Coptic and the 
Greek 
— Translation features that can be documented as frequent or typical 
— Degree of correspondence in meaning between the Coptic and Greek 
— Degree of similarity or difference between the competing Greek variants 
— Non-translational phenomena; these include 
— The possibility of correspondence being independent of the Vorlage due 
to scribal error or through the translator's own contributions 
— Relative certainty of mae?'s reconstructed text 
— Agreement of mae? allies!” 


Establishing the degree of certainty is particularly difficult and subjective in 
regard to the possibility of coincidental correspondence, for any reading could 
be said to have arisen coincidentally. For example, although implausible, it is 
possible that the scribe accidentally omitted his Vorlage’s long ending of the 
Lord's Prayer (6:13). Or, more plausibly, the scribe may have independently 
expanded the Vorlage’s reference to the temple (21:12) to read as the temple of 
God, as if in agreement with the majority reading. Since one would think that 
such coincidental agreement is the exception rather than the rule, the certainty 
ratings have been affected by them only in the more plausible cases. 


16 The certainty ratings have nothing to do with judging a reading's viability as the earliest 
attainable text, but only with judging the relative certainty of whether mae? supports a 
given Greek variant. 

17 The circularity in restricting variant readings to mae? allies to determine mae? allies is 
minimised by the preliminary assessment explained in 6.1.4, and by its use being restricted 
to assessing the degree of certainty; cf. 6.3.3.3. 
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6.1.3.2 Presentation of Variants 

The designation of variants as enumerated readings (e.g., Reading 3; Reading 
4) follows that of Text und Textwert, although Reading 1 variants are specifically 
identified as majority readings (Maj), and Reading 2 variants are specifically 
identified as NA?" readings. Readings are occasionally identified as NA?5 read- 
ings. 

Text critical sigla used in NA?" are incorporated into the NA?" reading.!® 
When possible, differences between readings are underscored to facilitate their 
identification. 

I cite in the second column of each test passage chart those variants listed 
in NA?’ which corresponds in meaning to mae?. In the third column, variants 
which disagree in meaning with mae? are listed so long as they are attested by 
at least one mae? ally (as determined in the final analysis). Variants which do 
not correspond in meaning with mae? and lack support from mae? allies are 
excluded since they would not serve to identify mae?'s allies (cf. 6.3.2.1). 


64.3.3 Citation of Supporting Manuscripts 

In the chart, support from mae?’s eight allies is fully cited for each reading 
(cf. 6.1.3.2). This reflects the purpose of this chapter to identify manuscripts 
that are most closely allied with mae?. Additionally, support for the included 
reading from Greek manuscripts not allied with mae? is cited if they are cited 
in NA’, although they are excluded from the final statistical analysis. 


6.1.4. Method for Determining Mae? Allies 

To identify mae?'s closest allies of the 1,757 manuscripts examined in Text 
und Textwert, I eliminated 1,699 manuscripts which agree with the majority 
reading in 80.096 or more in the Teststellen, leaving 58 manuscripts for further 
evaluation. I was justified in so doing by my initial surveys of mae? (e.g., as seen 
in 2.5 above) which indicate that mae? often disagrees with majority readings 
if they are not adopted by NA2’. Of the 58, 24 were excluded because they are 
defective in more than half of the Teststellen.!? This left 34 manuscripts: 01 03 
05 019 032 0381413 22 33 118 124 205 209 279 346 372 543 700 788 826 828 892 983 
1192 1424 1582 1604 1675 2586 2680 2737 2786. 


18 The sigla are informed by data from NA?", UBS^, and Text und Textwert, but may not be an 
exact reflection of the sigla as they are found NA?" text. For the key to text-critical sigla, 
cf. Aland et al. 1993, 52. 

19 935964467 02 024 035 036 073 085 0170 0250 0281 79 687 837 1129 1295 1306 1372 1414 2589 
2597 2607 2784. 
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Ideally, these 34 manuscripts should have been analysed in regard to all 60 
of the test passages. Unfortunately, many of these manuscripts are not cited 
in the Greek apparatuses, and accessing their texts would be practically insur- 
mountable for this project. Consequently, I conducted a preliminary assess- 
ment of the relationship between mae? and these 34 manuscripts based upon 
the Teststellen and their correspondence with mae?'s text; this was possible 
since Text und Textwert thoroughly documents support for variant readings 
of all 34 manuscripts. The preliminary assessment allowed me to rank the 
34 manuscripts according to percentage of agreement with mae?. Disregard- 
ing the manuscripts with the lowest percentages of agreement, I only consid- 
ered the 13 manuscripts agreeing with mae? in 3696 or more of the 29 Test- 
stellen.2° These 13 are 01 03 05 019 038 1 22 33 118 892 1582 205 209. Of these, 
eight manuscripts have an agreement rate of 50% or more with mae? in all 60 
test passages. These eight were deemed to be mae?’s allies: 01 03 019 038 1 33 
205?! 892 1582.22 


6.1.5 Classification of Mae? Allies 

The eight allied manuscripts may be categorized in two classes, according to 
the rates of their agreement in all 60 test passages. Supporting manuscripts for 
a given reading are cited in the charts accordingly: 


Class 1 (agreement with mae? of 7096 or more): 0103 
Class 2 (agreement with mae? of 50.0-69.996): 019 1 33 205 892 1582 


The classification is relative, and the setting of boundaries between the two 
classes is subjective. There is a gap, however, of nearly 15 percentage points 


20 The decision to set the limit of agreement at 3696 was a practical decision. Had it been 
lowered to 3096, the number of included manuscripts would have doubled. Moreover, 
there were no manuscripts ranging from 3696-4096. 

21 Additionally, f! member 209 also has more than 50% agreement with mae? in the Test- 
stellen. However, it is excluded not only for practical reasons (I could not check its text 
since none ofthe apparatuses consistently incorporates its readings), but because its read- 
ings in the Teststellen agreed exactly with 205. Amy Anderson concludes that although 205 
and 209 are obviously very close, her own collations could not confirm either the claim 
that 205 had been copied from 209 in the Gospels, or that 205 and 209 had the same exem- 
plar (2004, 116). 

22 Only two of os's singular readings included in the Teststellen were used in the preliminary 
assessment. When 05's singular readings for all 272 passages were included in the analysis, 
the rate of agreement fell below 5096. However, discounting 05's many singular passages, 
the rate of agreement between mae? and os is significant. 
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between any Class 1 manuscript and any Class 2 manuscript. Moreover, the 
Class 2 manuscripts are all within 6 percentage points of each other, making 
a third class impractical. 


6.1.6 Inclusion of Subvariants Having Ambiguous Support 

In 14 test passages (Test Passages 6, 9, 11, 12, 19, 21, 24, 26, 27, 37, 43, 45, 50, 53); 
subvariants are involved, so that while mae? clearly lacks correspondence with 
the competing primary variant, it supports more than one of the subvariants 
in a given passage. In such cases, I have placed in parentheses the supporting 
manuscripts for the subvariant which mae? may theoretically support, but 
which are less likely to reflect mae?'s Vorlage. I do so on the basis of the strength 
of mae?'s supporting allies for a given reading. 


6.1.7 Exclusion of Ten Teststellen 

Ten Teststellen, discussed in this section, are excluded from the statistical anal- 
ysis. Eight of ten Teststellen are excluded because mae? could not support one 
reading against another due to translational ambiguity. Two others (6:15; 16:12) 
are excluded because mae"'s syntax is so different that correspondence could 
not be assessed. 


Matt 6:15 (Tst 20, with v. 14) 


NA?” V'Eày yàp apiite oic atvOpomot TA TAPANTWLATA oró cv, phoe xal duty 
ó TATHO oy 6 oùpåvioç: 15 Edy SE Uy dote Tots dvOpwrotg™, o08£ ó MATH 
OLOV APNTEL TH NAPATNTWATA ouv 


Mae? [ewan xTe]ugjank [o eBar n ]ueupoo[un NNeY][TIApamT@Ma queko 
NXH n]erui[T ereeu] NTH eB[AA NHTEN eren unereun]ap [a rrr. 
e]agon[u ac xreru][ruko EBAA NNPMUH nnevraparrro]ua [o]ve 
u[2-4 letters ][4—6 letters ner(e)uicor ere(e)]u nu[ovu wmea]k [o] eBar 
n[utn] /fyou forgive men their trespasses, your Father in heaven will 

forgive you yourselves your trespasses. But if you do not forgive men their 
trespasses, neither ... will your Father in heaven forgive you 


While mae?'s syntax corresponds formally to the majority reading which in- 
cludes a reference to trespasses in the protasis of v. 15, I argued previously in 
chapter three (6:14—15.5.3) that when variants involving napantwpata in 6:14- 
15 are taken together, the Coptic versions lack formal correspondence to the 
Greek, and so should not be cited in support of one reading against the other. 
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Matt 9:4 (Tst 26) 


NA?” = Maj xat "idwv 6 Ingots tds evdupnaets adtav 


NA?5 xal el8coc o’Inaods tac evOupncets adtov 


Reading 4 = eldwe¢ ðt 6 Tnaots tac evdupnoets ovv 


Mae2 [e]qneoy my eneyM[HoYH NeHT] perceiving their thoughts 


Given the similarity of meaning between idwv and cidwe, and the proliferation 
of textual variation in most of the occurrences of either word in the Greek 
tradition, mae?'s support for either iðwv or for eidw¢ is unreliable. Also, mae? 
does not reliably attest the occurrence of post-positive 8é (Reading 4; cf. 1.5). 


Matt 11:5 (Tst 31) 


NA?7 xal vex pol eyeipovtat xai mtwyol evayyeAtZovtan 


Maj vexpol éyelpovrou xal mtwyol edaryyeAlZovtan 


Reading 3 —-vexpoi éyelpovto ntwyol ebaryyeAiovtat 


Mae? NIiPeqMAOYT CETMOYN nien [ka ce ]kupyccn Nay the dead are raised, 
the poor are preached to 


Since mae? frequently lacks representation of xai, it cannot reliably attest its 
presence in NA?’ or its absence in the majority reading or in Reading 3 (cf. 1.5). 


Matt 11:8 (Tst 32) 


NA?7 (Sov oi tà parkaxk popotvtes Ev Tots obxot THY “Bactréwy slotv? 


Maj (Sov oi tà parkaxk popotvtes Ev Tots olxots THY Bactretwv elctv 
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Reading 3 i800 oi tà pañaxà popodvtes ev Tots olxotc x&v BactAewy 


Mae? ei NANIgAITH EYXHN en THI NNIEpoyi: those of soft clothing (are) in 
royal houses or those of soft clothing (are) in houses of kings 


Coptic uses nouns as descriptors; in order to describe a house as royal, the noun 
for king must be used, mediated by the attributive construction following the 
word for house.?? Thus, mae? could reflect BactAciwv in the majority reading or 
BactAéwy in NA?7. 

Likewise, one cannot surmise whether mae? represents eicty in NA?’ and the 
majority reading against Reading 3, for Coptic often predicates existence with- 
out a state of being verb (13:52*9; 18:20mae2 mael; 21;42mae1 sa9), a phenomenon 
perhaps facilitated by i800 (ei); cf. 1.5. 


Matt 12:2 (Tst 36) 


NA?' - Maj oi òè Papicator iSdvtec™ elrav orco 


Reading 3 ol 5 apioator iBóvcec adtovde einav oc 


Mae? TOTE e[».] uev epay [NXH uo ]apeicaioc nexey Ney Then the 
Pharisees saw them. They said to him 


Since Coptic often supplies the object where there is none in the Greek (cf. 
mae?: 6:6, 18; 7:3; 9:11; etc.), epay in mae? may not indicate the presence of adtots 
in Reading 3. 


23 Layton writes that the mediated attributive construction is “the most frequent attributive 
construction of the noun ... This is the only construction in which a gendered common 
noun can be actualized as an attributive. (Such attributives usually require an adjective 
translation in English: e.g., the lexeme ppo ‘king’ actualized as an attributive N-ppo means 
‘royal’ BaotAtxdg Acts 12:21)” (2004, 81). 
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Matt 12:36 (Tst 38) 


NA?7 T&v PHA doyov 8 AaAhoovow ot dvOpomot 
Maj T&v pua doyov 8 iv AaAhowow oi dvOpwrot 


"25 


Reading3 nav pua &pyov 6 &àv AaAńoovaw ol divOpcoot 


Reading4 nâv pua d&pyov 0 AaAodaw ol dvOopwnor 


Mae C€ XH NIM ETAOYEIT ETOYNHXAOY NXH NENPOD[M |H every idle word 
2 Y 
which men will say 


Since “... in an articulated attributive clause ..., na- [mae?: ne or NH] can express 
generalization and potentiality rather than futurity" (Layton 2004, 239), similar 
to the Greek subjunctive, mae? does not reliably attest any of the four readings 
(cf. 5:40.a.1). 


Matt 13:1 (Tst 39) 
NA? eEeAOwv 6 "Incoóüc Trig olxtac 
Maj eked Ow 6 "Incoóc and tig oixtac 


Reading3 e&eAQwv 6 Inaods ex tfc oixiaç 


Mae? HC [gaqi] eBar gen [nui] Jesus came out of the house 


Since nowhere in NA?”s text of the New Testament does &&épyopat occur with- 
out a preposition when followed by a genitive noun, identifying typical trans- 
lation patterns is problematic not only for mae?, but for Coptic in general (cf. 
Plumley 1977, 149). Consequently, this Teststelle cannot be used to establish 
mae"'s allies. 
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Matt 14:9 (Tst 44) 


NA?” xai "Aube ó Bactreds Sick tobs dpxous 


Maj xai EATON ó Bactreds Sid SE cobc öpxovç 


Mae? [r]oru gaqB@AK nxn nepa ETBH NenopkK Then the king grieved because 
of the oaths 


Since mae? and the other Coptic versions use the perfect not only to repre- 
sent the Greek aorist, but also the Greek aorist participle, mae? should not be 
cited in support of the Greek aorist participle in NA?’ or of the aorist indica- 
tive in the majority reading. Kreinecker, for example, documents the Coptic 
perfect representing the Greek aorist participle in n of the 18 occurrences in 
the Resurrection accounts (2008, 252). Likewise, mae? does not reliably sup- 
port the presence or absence of 8é since mae? often avoids its representation 


(cf. 1.5). 


Matt 16:12 (Tst 50) 


NA?7 tote ovvijxay Ott ox cÎnev npocéyety and “THs Co xv dprov? 
AAA dco THS SiSayhs xv Papioaiwv xai Ladsovxatwv 


Maj TÓTE ovvijxav Sti ox &rev npooéyety and THs Guns Tod hotov cd 
AMO THS Sidayijo TAV Dapicaiwy xai LadSovuxatwyv 


Reading 3 téte ovvijxav ott ox eimev npocéyety and THs Chung AMAA ATÒ TÄS 
cars THY Bapicatwv xal LadsSovxatwv 


Reading4 tote ovvijxav ott ox &ixev npooéysty and THs Couns x&v PapioaTwy 
AMO THS Sidayio x&v Dapioaiwy xai LadSovxatwyv 


Reading 6 — téte ovvijxav ott ox eimev npooéysty dnd THs Couns x&v PapıoaTwy 
xoti LadSovxaiwy AMAA dd tig SiSacxartag vv Bapicatwv xal 
Laddovxaiwy 
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NO ^ 


Reading8 tote cuvfjxoy ott ox eimev npooéyety dió xv diprov AAAA ATÒ TÄS 
8i8oyf]c x&v Bapicaiwv xai LadSovxatwv 


Mae? e2yiu[u xe Nagaq][clexu [ne ]|uueov en eTBH oye2ueip They 
understood that he was talking with them not about leaven 
(omitting representation of the final phrase) 


Outside of the variant unit, mae? lacks representation of two significant ele- 
ments in this verse: 1) tpocéyetv; and 2) the positive assertion in the remain- 
der of the verse dd and ts cdas x&v Papıoaiwv xol Laddovxaiwv.?* Mae?'s 
significant truncation of this passage makes its correspondence to any one of 
the readings difficult to assess. Considering only the variant unit as defined 
in Text und Textwert, without reference to mpocéyew or to the remainder of 
the verse, Reading 3 would be closest in syntax to mae?. Metzger wrote that 
transcriptional probabilities indicate that Reading 3, supported by 05 and 038, 
were likely original, although the UBS? editorial committee settled on tis Cys 
tav dipvov due to its better external attestation (01°? 03 019 892).25 Mae? does 
not, however, correspond with o5 and 038 without substantial support from its 
other allies, making this an uncertain Vorlage for mae?. One cannot rule out 
that the translator rendered his Vorlage in such a way that it cannot now be 
identified. Consequently, I have decided not to factor this Teststelle into the 
final analysis. 


Matt 27:5 (Tst 62) 


NA?” püpog tà d'pyüpto "elc TOV votóv? 


Maj  éübog tà &àpyúpia £v TH voto 


Mae? eaqeiovua nengeT- eg Neoy[N] [e]eu diepou he threw the money into the 
Temple 


24 Likewise 579 also lacks the last phrase, probably by coincidence. AXA& is not present in 
33. Papicaiwy xoi Xa88ovxaicv are inverted in o3. Where the others have 8i8a£fyc, o1 has 
Sacada. 

25 Textund Textwert records 10 readings for this passage. The majority reading is supported 
by Class 2 ally 205. Reading 4 is supported by Class 2 ally 33. Reading 8 is supported by 
Class 2 allies 1 and 1582. 
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Since the two Greek prepositions are so close in meaning, and since the 
Coptic versions use e(¢)n to translate them both (Crum 2005, 683-685), mae? 
should not be cited to support the preposition cig in NA2’, or the preposition 
év in the majority reading (cf. Plumley 1977, 149). This is especially true of mae? 
in this verse since the verb pimtw (6intéw) occurs so rarely in Matthew that a 
pattern of translation cannot be established. 


6.2 Analysis of Test Passages 
In most cases, no discussion is necessary since the correspondence or non- 
correspondence is clear. In many cases, previous discussion from chapters 


three to five is cross-referenced. 


Test Passage 1: Matt 5:40 (cf. chap. 3 5:40.a.2) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
NTKegaiTH Bla] NA?” = Maj: Tò tu&tiov™ Reading 3: Tò iudtiov gov 
Ncoq Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01 
Even the garment to Class 2: 019 1205 1582 Class 2: 33 892 
him Non-mae? allies: (rell) Non-mae? allies: 12411424 
Certainty: 2 
Test Passage 2: Matt 5:44a (Tst 14; cf. chap. 3 5:44.c) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
ueprueruxax[uov] | NA?7: dyamdte vob Expod¢ 0v Maj: &yanâte tods £xOpobc opióv, 
Love your enemies Class 1: 0103 EVAOYEITE toUc KATUPWLEVOUG 
Class 2:1 205 1582 buds, KAAS Motette Tots picodow 
Certainty: 1 buds 


Class 2: 019 33 892 
Non-mae? allies: (05) 032 f? 
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Test Passage 3: Matt 5:44b (Tst 15; cf. chap. 3 5:44.c) 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


[ros]e exen 
u[ern]ur NCMTN 
Pray for the ones 


persecuting you 


NA?7: xoi tpoceUyec0e UnEp TOV T 
Stwxdvtwv bas 

Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 1 205 1582 

Certainty: 2 


Maj: xoi mpocebyeobe omép THY 
emnpeatovtwv by xal Stwxdvtwv 
bpác 

Class 2: o19 (33) 892 


Non-mae? allies: (05) (032) (038) 


f? 


Mae? supports the reading of NA?" against the majority reading. The one caveat 


to this assessmentis that Mae? occasionally reduces synonymous word pairings 


to a single word.?9 This is probably not the case here, for the strong support 


for the shorter reading from mae?'s Class 1 allies o1 and 03 suggests otherwise, 


especially since mae?'s Class 2 allies 892 and 019 which support the majority 


reading are not strongly affiliated with mae? in this part of Matthew's Gospel. 


Test Passage 4: Matt 5:47 (Tst 16; cf. chap. 3 5:47.c.2) 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


OYx1 [nixe-2e]onixoc 
[eco @apoyipu 
unei)?” 

Do not even the 
Gentiles do this? 


NA27: oùyi xot of " £6vucol Tò avTO 
Toto0cty 

Class 1: 0103 

Class 2:133 205 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 05 035 12411424 
Certainty: 1 


Maj: oùyi xai of TeA@vott TO TO 


Toto0cty 
Class 2: o19 
Non-mae? allies: (032) 038 (f!) 


26 Examples of reduction of synonymous elements can be found in 8:21; 9:27, 36; 13; 12:11, 18, 
44; 21:21; 23:3; 26:4, 74; 27:2, 5, 48; 28:1. 
27 Mae? can only support the reading £0vuxot and not any of the subvariants which might 


otherwise have been found in the lacuna. 
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Test Passage 5: Matt 6:2 (cf. chap. 3 6:2.c) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[2Jauun NA?” = Maj: &ujvT Reading 3: à &uýv 
Amen Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01 
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 13 
Non-mae? allies: (rell) 
Certainty: 2 
Test Passage 6: Matt 6:4 (Tst 17; cf. chap. 3 6:4.c.3) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding 
reading(s)?? 
rIeKiQT equeov NA?7: 6 naho cou 6 BAénwv ev TA Reading 3: 6 matp cov 6 BAénwv 
e[pax en tieT-ennT]  xpumt@ “anodwost oor ÈV TH xpurttQ dnoðwos cot £v TH 
eqet Nex Class 1: 01 03 Qavep 
NTEYQEBIW Class 2:1 33 205 1582 Class 2: 019 892 
Your father, seeing —— Non-mae? allies: (05) 035 Non-mae? allies: 0250 032 038 f! 
you in secret, he Certainty: 1 
will give you their 
reward 
Test Passage 7: Matt 6:6 (Tst 18; cf. chap. 3 6:6.c) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae” Non-corresponding reading(s) 
TEKÏWT ETZEN NA27: 6 naho cou 6 BAénwv ev T Maj: 6 matyp cov 6 QAénov ev 
NETHIT quey KPUTTH d&modwoet got" TH KPLTTH dmodwoet got £v TH 
[epax] eqeToyiay Class 1: 01 03 Mavens 
NEK Class 2:1 205 1582 Class 2: 892 
Your father being in Non-mae? allies: 05 035 Class 3: 33 019 
secret sees you. He Certainty:1 Non-mae? allies: 032 038 f'? 


will reward you 


28 The majority reading (6 natýhp cov 6 BAénwv Ev TH KPUTTA aùtòç dTOSWCEL cot £v t pavepå) 


is unsupported by any mae? ally. 
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Test Passage 8: Matt 6:7 (cf. chap. 3 6:7.c) 
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Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


NNIPEONIKOC 


NA?” = Maj: "&£6vuot 


Reading 3: broxprtai 


Gentiles Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03 
Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 1424 
Non-mae? allies: (rell) 
Certainty: 1 
Test Passage 9: Matt 6:8 (chap. 3 cf. 6:8.c.7) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[ac]aovu r[a]p NA?’ = Maj: oiSev yàp *6 nathp Qv — NA5: ol8ev yàp 6 06c 6 nathp 
[ure] reruxpua. Qv ypelav Op Gv Qv xpelov 
He knows whatyou | Classi: 01 Class 1: 03 
need Class 2: 019 (1)?9 33 (205) 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: o1! 
Non-mae? allies: 05 032 035 038 o170vid 
f? 
Certainty: 3 
Test Passage 10: Matt 6:13 (Tst 19; cf. chap. 3 6:13.c) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 


ara €[kenee ] MUN 
[eBad èn nnonnpoc] 
But deliver us from 
the evil one 


NA?7; GAA poco Huds dd Tod 
TovypodT 

Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 1 205 1582 

Non-mae? allies: 05 035 0170 11 (17) 
Certainty: 1 


Maj: dd pdoat nds cro TOD 
Townpod Sti god ¿ot ý BagtAe(ot 


xai ý Sóvoruc xal óta elc rob 
Class 2: 019 33 892 


Non-mae? allies: 032 038 0233 fË 
(1253) (2148) 


29  Inarare disagreement in the 60 test passages, 1582 has pôv, while 1 has ýpâv, supported 


by 205. 
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Test Passage 11: Matt 6:33 (Tst 21) 


CHAPTER 6 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[k@TH NTAq NA”: Cyteite 8£ npâtov mhv Bactrciav NA27t = Majority: Cytette dé 
Raja pr nca] xai Thv 8ucotocóvyyy adtod TPATOV THY PactAsiov P [100 0:00]^ 
TequwT(e)p» [Men Class 1: 01 (03)30 xai THY 8ucotogóvrv adtod 
TE4AIKAIOCYNH | Certainty: 2 Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 
Seek first his Non-mae? allies: 032 037 038 
kingdom and his 0233* fi 

righteousness 


The possessive article and intermediate req in TeyunT(e)pa indicates that the 
Vorlage lacked NA?"'s [toô 000]. 

Mae?’s support of the shorter reading in o1 (03) may warrant reconsidera- 
tion of NA?"s inclusion of [tod 0:00]. The shorter reading probably explains 
all others, for adding tod 900 out of familiarity with the stock phrase seems 
more likely than its accidental or intentional omission (Metzger 1994, 15- 
16). The NA?” editors adopted the longer reading, albeit in brackets, perhaps 
because the shorter reading in o1 is only partially supported by o3, and because 
01 has a high number of singular readings attributed to scribal error (West- 
cott and Hort 1988, 246-247). Mae?'s support for the shorter reading, how- 
ever, makes the suspicion that o1 reflects one of the copyist's errors of omis- 
sion no longer tenable, so that removal of the brackets should be consid- 
ered. 


30 To6 808 is lacking in 03, although Text und Textwert considers it a separate reading from 
03 due to its differing word order (Reading 5). The difference in the order of the noun pair 
in o3 has been understood as a scribal alteration to convey that righteousness is requisite 
for the kingdom (e.g., Metzger 2002, 16). 
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Test Passage 12: Matt 8:25 (Tst 25) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[ ... uao}uTuc Reading 3: xai mpoceASovtes ol yaðytal NA?7: xal mooceAPdvtes T HyElpov 
... disciples avtod Hyelpav abtov avtov 

Class 2: (019)?! 1 205 1582 Class 1: 0103 


Non-mae? allies: 04* 032 038 f? 1424 Class 2: 334 892 
Certainty: 3 


Mae?'s extraposited [uae ]uruc supports the presence ofthe nominal reference 
to the disciples (ot paðytai) against its absence in NA2’, for mae? regularly gives 
formal representation to Greek references to disciples.?? Nonetheless, since 
there are three intervening subjects (storm, boat, and a pronominal reference 
to Jesus) between the antecedent reference to the disciples and the present 
verse, the reading might reflect the translator's independent clarification of the 
verb's subject (cf. Williams 2004, 25-26). 

Since mae?’s determinator is no longer extant, mae? supports both o19 rep- 
resenting the majority reading which has the possessive and the other manu- 
scripts which lack it. 


31 xal MpogEABdvtec oi pantai Yjyetpatv adtov. In this portion of Matthew's Gospel, o19 is not a 
strong ally of mae?. 

32 Mae? corresponds very closely to NA?"s references to the disciples in terms of nominal 
and pronominal forms. In 54 passages which are extant in Mae? and have no significant 
variation in the Greek tradition, mae? only deviates twice from representing the reference 
to the disciples with the corresponding syntactical form as NA’, for a rate of deviation 
from NA?’ of 3.7%. This contrasts significantly with Jesus references in which mae? has a 
10.396 rate of deviation. 
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Test Passage 13: Matt 9:8 (Tst 27) 


CHAPTER 6 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


eTeayney [n]u nxn 
NPOMH gAYepexTH 
The people having 
seen (it), they were 
afraid 


NA??: (Sdvtec 8€ of ÓyAot  égofjOrcav 
Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582 

Non-mae? allies: 05 032 02811424 
Certainty: 1 


Maj: iðóvteç Se oi dyAot £Gotbpiotcoty 
Class 2: 019 
Non-mae? allies: 04 038 0233 f! 


Test Passage 14: Matt 9:14 (Tst 28) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae” Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[ reu]uncreva NA”: vnotevouey, of 8& uv y cat cov NA?*t = Maj: vyotevopev 
NEKMAàOHTHC Class 1: 01 03 [Toma], of 8& pabytat cov 
We fast. Your Non-mae? allies: 0281 Class 2: 019 133 205 892 1582 
disciples ... Certainty: 1 Non-mae? allies: 017 04 05 032 
038 0233 f? 

Test Passage 15: Matt 10:3 (Tst 29) 

Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 


w@mac Men Mae-eaioc NA?7: Owpds xai MabGatos 6 teAwvys, 


TTEAMDNUC 
[iaxxaB]oc 
TIAAPALOC 
OdLAAALOC CIMCDN TE 
[Kanan ]e@mc 
Thomas and 
Matthew the tax 
collector, James (the 
son of ) Alphaeus, 
Thaddeus, 

Simon who was a 
Canaanite 


Idxwfos 6 tod AAgatov xoi "Oaddatoc, 
Liwy 6 Kavavatoç 

Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 892 

Certainty: 1 


Maj: Owpds xai Mathatoç 6 
TEAWVNG, IdxwBos ó tod AAgatov 
xoi AeBBatog ó emmaAnbeic 


Oadsdatog, Liwy ó Kavavitys 
Class 2: (019) 1 33 205 1582 
Non-mae? allies: o4? 032 
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Test Passage 16: Matt 11:17 (Tst 33) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 

[eanp]imnu NA?7: ¿0pyvýoapev T xai obu exdpacde Maj: ¿dpyvýoapev piy xai odx 

MIIETNNH?TIH Class 1: 01 03 exorpacbe 

We wept; you did not Class 2:1 892 1582 Class 2: 019 33 205 

mourn Non-mae? allies: 05 035 Non-mae? allies: 04 032 038 f! 
Certainty: 2 


Despite the lacuna, the lack ofa second person plural pronominal complement 
after the verb is sure, and suggests correspondence with the reading in NA?". 
While Coptic often supplies the object when it is lacking in the Greek Vorlage, 
the absence of the object in Coptic suggests as much for the Greek. The strong 
agreement of mae?'s Class 1 allies strengthens the certainty of this conclusion. 


Test Passage 17: Matt 12:13 (cf. chap. 4 1213.5) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
eacep [reu] NA?” = Maj: àmexorteo vá, dys "çh Reading 3: dnexateotaOy oy uc 
NNTKHOYI iy ` Class 1: 01 

It became as the Class 1: 03 Class 2: 892 

other Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582 Non-mae? allies: o4? 


Non-mae? allies: (rell) 
Certainty: 1 


Test Passage 18: Matt 12:15 (Tst 37; 12:15.5) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
eaY[oveeov] [ncwq] NA?" = Maj: xai nxoAovOnoav ot Reading 4: xai YjxoAo000oav abt 
NXH OY(NA)X “[dxAot] Tool Tool, 

MMHQH Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Class 1: 01 03 


A great crowd, they Non-mae? allies: 05 032 038 0281 f! 
followed him Certainty: 2 
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The reading ov(ua)x mnnon in mae? supports the inclusion of both the 
noun 9yAot and its adjective moMoi. This majority reading is adopted by NA?7, 
although its uncertainty is stressed by the use of brackets. Mae?'s support 
for NA?” = Maj is substantiated since the word öyàoç is represented by the 
corresponding noun in 20 of its 22 occurrences in NA?’ which are extant 
in mae?.33 Moreover, in the four occurrences of the reference to “numerous 
crowd(s)" in NA?’, mae? gives representation to dyAo¢ each time.?^ These data 
suggest that mae? is a reliable witness to the occurrence of dyAo¢ in its Vorlage. 
Mae?'s support for NA?” and the majority reading breaks from its closest allies 
01 and os, allowing the possibility that mae? is the purer witness to the earlier 
text form, and suggesting that the Nestle-Aland committee re-evaluate the 
reading and perhaps remove the brackets from the text. 


Test Passage 19: Matt 1215-16 (chap. 4 12:16.5) 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


eaqoapaney[H 
umaoy] [THP]oY 
2auemiTima NEY 
He healed them all. 


NA2”; eOepdrtevcev adtods “návtaç xoi 
émetiuyoev’ avtoig 

Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 019 33 205 892 


Reading 3: eGepdmevaev adtovs 
Travtas ÕÈ otc EHepkmevcev 
émeTtAnogev adtots 

Class 2: 11582 


He warned them Non-mae? allies: (038)?5 Non-mae? allies: (05) 


Certainty: 1 


33 14:3 is exceptional, for uuau would have occurred only two words away from its last 
occurrence. More difficult is 2735, but the shifts in syntax may have caused the nominal 
reference to have been overlooked. Two other instances are not considered since they 
involve clear copyist error (14:19; 23:1). 

34  Ini424, however, the adjective is absent. 

35 &Ocpdmevcev adtods xal &recipa adtotc. 
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Test Passage 20: Matt 12:22 (cf. chap. 4 12:22.6.2) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


e@ere mex nqceexu NA?7: wote “TOV xwpòv` Aoety xal 


aYW qN€Y EBAX BAénetw 

So that the deaf Class 1: 01 03 

person spoke and Class 2: 892 

Saw Non-mae? allies: 05 1424 
Certainty: 2 


Maj: Bote tov xuqAóv Kal xcov 
Aoetv xal Baene 

Class 2: 33 

Non-mae? allies: 04 0281 
Reading 3: Wote Tov xwepov xai 
TUQAY AotAeiv xal BAénetw 

Class 2: 019 1 205 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 032 037 038 
0233 f? 700 


Test Passage 21: Matt 12:25 (cf. chap. 4 12:25.5.2) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 

€T?2.qN6€OY TH NA?7; “eidos 8£* tag &vOvpjoetc ovv? 6 Maj: cidas dé ó "Ingots tac 

€NeYMHOYH Class 1: 0103 evOupnoels otv 

Perceiving their Class 2: (892) Class 2: 019 1205 1582 

thoughts Non-mae? allies: (P21) (01!) 017 (05) Non-mae? allies: 04 032 038 0106 
Certainty: 2 (f3) 


Reading 4: (Sav 8£ ó Ingods tag 
évOupnoets otv 

Class 2: 33 

Non-mae? allies: o281vid 892° 


Mae? reliably attests the absence of the nominal reference to Jesus against the 


majority reading and Reading 4, for mae? regularly uses the name to represent 


the Greek construction consisting of participle + 8£ + ó + 'Ipcoüc. 


36 X Manuscripts in parenthesis read (dav dé. 
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Test Passage 22: Matt 12:47 (UBS*: 56*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
(omit v. 47) Reading 3: (omit v. 47) NA?' = Maj: "[sirev 8£ tis adt, 
Class 1: 01 03 [Sod ý} LATHE Gov xal ot &deAGol 
Class 2: 019 cou tw ¿otac Cytodvrés cor 
Non-mae? allies: 036 Aaa J` 
Certainty: 1 Class 2: 1 33 205 892 1582 


Non-mae? allies: (rell) 


Test Passage 23: Matt 13:35 (Tst 40) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[TKaTa]BOAH NA?” = Maj: à xataßorñç *xóopov. Reading 3: &nò xataBoAje. 
MITKOCMOC Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03 
from the foundation Class 2: 019 33 205 892 Class 2:11582 
of the world Non-mae? allies: 01? 04 05 032 038 f/?.— Non-mae? allies: 01° 
Certainty: 3 


While mae? certainly has nxocuoc in support of NA?"s xócpov, I have given 
this passage a low certainty rating since one cannot rule out that the word was 
added at the point of translation, whether as a harmonisation (cf. Matt 25:34) 
or as the completion of a stock phrase. This is so especially since mae? allies are 
about evenly divided between the two readings. 


Test Passage 24: Matt 13:44 (Tst 41) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[eaqt unetjenteq = NA?7t: xal nwet mdvte dou exer NA: xal ret doo yet 

THPY EBAA Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03 

He sold all that he Class 2: (019) 1 (33) 205 (892) 1582 

had Non-mae? allies: (04) 05 (032) (038) 


(0106) (0233) 0242 (0250) f! 1241 
Certainty: 2 
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Mae? opposes 03’s singular reading adopted by NA?*. On the other hand, 
mae? supports both the readings of NA?’ and the majority's mé&vta dou éxet mwAet 
(support cited in parenthesis). Mae?’s syntax has the verb prior to the object, 
but this is the normal word order for Coptic, and would be the probable word 


order regardless of the Vorlage. 


Test Passage 25: Matt 13:45 (Tst 42) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
TMENTEpa NENTIH NA?7t = Maj: ý BactAe(ot tv obpavayv NA?5: ý BactAcin t&v ovpavev 
[acinn woveagyor] “dvepwrw guTtopw Spunópo 

NPOMH Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Class 1: 0103 

The kingdom of Non-mae? allies: 04 05 032 038 0106 Non-mae? allies: 036 1424 
heaven is like a 0233 0242 0250 f! 

merchant (man) Certainty: 1 


Mae?'s upoouu supports the majority reading dv@pwnos in NA?" against its ab- 
sence in NA?5. This is so because, although the translator may have tended 
toward the reduction of the word pair &vOporrto éumdpw, its expansion to include 
upounu without dv0ponog in its Vorlage would be unexpected. Mae?'s disagree- 


ment with its Class 1 allies o1 and 03 is noteworthy. 


Test Passage 26: Matt 14:24 (UBS^: 65*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


nxaie[aq][ov]uin — NA?7: tò 8& mAotov Hd “otaðiovç 
EBA MTIEKPa ToMovds ano Tis Ys aTetyev” 
NOYMHG@H NcTaAAION Class 1: 03 

The boat had gone  Non-mae? allies: (038)?" f! (700)?8 
away from the shore Certainty: 1 

a lot of stadia. 


Maj: tò dé TAotov rjv uécov THe 
Badonc hv 

Class 1: 01 

Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 04 (05) 032 073 
0106 (1424) 


37  ànetyev &mó THC Yfjc otaðiovç ixavovs. 
38 —atadloug THs ys dmtetyev ixavous. 
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Test Passage 27: Matt 14:26 (Tst 46) 


CHAPTER 6 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
eTeayneoy ep[aq] Reading 5: iSovtec è avtóv3? Maj: xai iSovtec abTov oi pantai 


having seen him 


Class 1: 01 

Class 2: (1) (1582) 

Non-mae? allies: 038 (073) 700 (1241) 
(1424) 

Certainty: 2 


Class 2: 019 33 205 892 
Non-mae? allies: 04 032 0106 
NA?*: “ot òè pantai iSovtes 
avtov" 

Class 1: 03 

Non-mae? allies: 05 f!? 


The absence of the nominal reference to the disciples in mae? precludes its 


support for the occurrence of pa8ytat in NA?” or the majority reading (cf. Test 
Passage 12). 


Test Passage 28: Matt 15:6b (Tst 47) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
exre[naok pov Reading 3: xai Wxvpwoate 1óv vóuov roð Maj: xai yxvpwoate Thy £vroAyy 
uro ]uoc Oeod Sta THY napåðocv ov TOÔ Geod did THY napddoow bv 


un[@T eTBH 
TETENTIAPAAOCIC] 
You have nullified 
the law of God on 
account of your 
tradition 


Class 1: 01 
Non-mae? allies: 04 073 fË 
Certainty: 3 


Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 032 0106 1424 
NA?7: xai vxopocare “TOV Adyov" 
tod Oeod Sid THY TapdSoow ouv 
Class 1: 03 

Class 2: 892 

Non-mae? allies: o1! 05 038 579 
700 


Schenke reconstructs the text as [urmo]uoc. Since the m of -moc is uncertain, 


a close alternative could be xoroc. Coptic New Testament texts, however, reg- 


ularly avoid the loanword »oroc except in the compound 42oroc to give an 


account (12:36) or to refer to a report or an account (Acts 1:1). Instead, the 


39 Support marked in parentheses reads xoi iðóvteç adtov. 
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corresponding indigenous word (mae?: cexe) is consistently used to repre- 
sent Aóyoc. Accordingly, the loanword xoroc is not used in the extant text of 
mae?2.*? It is also not extant in the other Middle Egyptian biblical codices 
Mudil, Scheide, Glazier, or Milan,“ making Schenke's reconstruction [uro- 
uo ]uoc probable. 

Mae?'s Vorlage is made more uncertain by the translator's tendency to render 
its Vorlage without lexical equivalence, even when loanwords are involved.^? In 
this case, the translator may have used wouoc to render tov Adyov. Since Greek 
copyists had a “tendency to replace Aóyov with either évtoAyjy or vópov” (Metzger 
1994, 39), perhaps mae? is evidence that early translators might have done so 
as well.*? Thus, this combination of factors lowers the degree of certainty to be 
at best 3, although there is a higher degree of certainty that mae?'s Vorlage did 
not have thv évtoAyy in Reading 1.44 


40 Schenke’s attempt to reconstruct it in the damaged lower margin as a scribal correction 
to 24:35 is not convincing. 

41 The Milan Codex is so fragmentary that of the 59 occurrences ofAóyoc in Romans through 
2Thessalonians, only in nine passages can its representation be discerned (Eph 4:29; 
Col 1:5; 1Thes 1:8; 2:13a, b; 2 Thes 2:2, 15, 17; 334). 

42  Eg,inus where the Greek reads evayyeA(Zovta, with the other Coptic versions reading 
eyarrenize, mae? has xupyccu; cf. Emmenegger 2007, 99, 102. 

43 The OldLatin manuscripts are about equally divided between verbum and mandatum, (cf. 
Jülicher1972, 1105), with no obvious way to test whether mandatum actually translated tov 
Aóyov. 

44 If this Teststelle were excluded, mae?'s rate of agreement with NA?" would increase cor- 
respondingly, while mae?'s affiliation with o1 would be correspondingly decreased. This 
is important to note since an analysis of mae?'s rendering of 15:6 involves uncertain- 
ties on three sides. First, the reconstruction poses an uncertainty. Secondly, whether the 
reconstructed text actually reflects tov vópoc in the Vorlage is likewise uncertain. Thirdly, 
NA?”s reading tov Adyov is uncertain as to whether it actually reflects the earliest attain- 
able reading, for Metzger writes that an alteration of tov vópov to tov Adyov to harmonise 
with Mark 7:13 is possible (1994, 39). His argument against this explanation is based on 
external evidence which might be countered, at least to some extent, by the testimony of 
mae?. 
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CHAPTER 6 


Test Passage 29: Matt 16:2b—3 (UBS*: 75*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


wraqu[e]xeq nafoy Reading 3: 6 òè àxoxpt&elc elev adtolc, 


xe Tel renea] Tevec novnpà xal poiyadiç 
eTeaoy Nf[na]ew Class 1: 01 03 

He said to them, Non-mae? allies: 033 f?157 579 
"This evil and Certainty: 1 

adulterous 

generation" 


NA?” = Maj: 6 òè &moxptelc 


elev otüxolc, [ò piac yevouévrc 
Agyete, Eddia, muppdCer yap 6 


ovpavec: 3 xod mowi, Zuepov 


xeu, Tvppdcer yàp otvyváčwyv 6 


ovpaves. TO ÈV TPdTWTOV TOD 


ovpavod ywwoxete Siaxpivety, 


TH OE oypela TOV KELLEY Od 


Sdvacde.]\ l'eve& tovypd xai 
poto ic 

Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: (rell) 


Test Passage 30: Matt 17:4 (UBS*: 81*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


Tuera(M)i Nek ur — NA?7: "xojoc ðe xpeic oxyvas 
‘TH’ NCKHNH Class 1: 0103 
Iwillmakeforyou | Non-mae? allies: 04 700* 

three tents Certainty: 1 


Maj: momowyev abe xpelc cxnves 
Class 2: 019 (1) 33 205 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 043 05 032 038 
0281 f!? 


Test Passage 31: Matt 17:15 (Tst 51) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
quake emama NA??f = Maj: xaxds "mdoyet- NA?®: xoxác Exel: 


he suffers greatly Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 04 05 032 f'? 
Certainty: 1 


Class 1: 01 03 
Class 2: 019 
Non-mae? allies: 035 038 579 
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Test Passage 32: Matt 17:20 (Tst 52) 
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Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


€TBH TETENKOYI NA?7: did TH "òyoniotiav duv 


MIIICTIC Class 1: 01 03 


because of your little Class 2:1 33 892 1582 


Maj: 51a thv dre cto buav- 
Class 2: 019 205 
Non-mae? allies: 04 05 032 


faith Non-mae? allies: 038 0281 f? 579 700 
Certainty: 1 
Test Passage 33: Matt 17:21 (Tst 53) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
(omit v. 21) NA?7: (omit v. 21) Maj: toOto 8£ Tò yévoç ovx 
Class 1: 01 03 exTopevetat el ur) £v Tpocevyy] xoi 
Class 2: 33 892 vyotela 
Non-mae? allies: 038 Class 3: 019 1 (205) 1582 
Certainty: 1 Non-mae? allies: (012) 04 05 032 
f? 
Test Passage 34: Matt 1810-11 (Tst 54) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
(omit v. 11) NA?*: (omit v. 11) Maj: ?A0ev yàp 6 vióc tod 


Class 1: 0103 

Class 2: 019 1 33 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 038 f!? 
Certainty: 1 


avOpwTOV CATAL TÒ dTOAWADS 


Class 2: 205 
Non-mae? allies: 05 019™8 032 
038° 078" (579 892°) 


Although lacunose, mae? clearly does not have sufficient space to accommo- 


date v. 11 of the majority reading. 
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Test Passage 35: Matt 19:9a (UBS^: 93*) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
rn ETNEgi Reading 3: ôç dv ånoàvoy thv yuvatxa NA?” = Maj: öç dv ånoàvon thv 
Teq-c[ei]un EBar- adtod mapEextog Adyou Topvetas yovaixa adtod “uy emt mopvela 
AKXEN OYCEXH Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01 
nrtopneiat® Class 2:1 33 205 1582 Class 2: 019 892 
The one who will Non-mae? allies: 05 Non-mae? allies: 04° 032 035 038 
divorce his wife, Certainty: 1 078 
except for a case of 
fornication 
Test Passage 36: Matt 19:9b (UBS*: 94*) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae” Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[a] nnaix4é NA??: you&tot" Maj: poyâtar xai ó ànoàcàvpévny 
commits adultery Class 1: 01 yauhoas uotyécot. 
Class 2: 019 Class 1: 03 
Non-mae? allies: 04° 05 828 Class 2: 892 


Certainty: 1 


Non-mae? allies: 035 

Reading 3: potyâtar xoi 6 
AMOAEAVMEVY yov uota. 
Class 2: (1) 33 (205) (1582) 
Non-mae? allies: (04*) 032 038 
078 f 


45 . Mae? lacks representation of xoi yaunoy Anv, but otherwise corresponds to the short 


reading of NA”. 


46 Mae? lacks representation of xoi yaunoy Mny, but otherwise corresponds to the short 


reading of NA”. 


IDENTIFICATION OF MAE? ALLIES 


Test Passage 37: Matt 1937 (Tst 55) 


241 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[alepax Kaine NA27: “Ti ue Epwtds nepi tod &yabod; cig Maj: Ti pe Aeyeic &yaðóv; ovdeic 
uu[ai e]Naraeon &ctty 6 &yaðóç àyaðóç el uh eic 6 Oeóc 

oye ne nar[a]eoc Class 1: 01 (03)^ Class 2: 33 205 


Why do you inquire — Class 2: (1)^8 o19 (892)49 

of me about the Non-mae? allies: 038 1424™8 
good? There is one Certainty: ı 

(who is) good 


Non-mae? allies: 04 (05) 032 f? 


Although Text und Textwert indicates many variants and subvariants, the pri- 
mary difference is that in most manuscripts, Jesus asks the young man why he 
calls him good, and asserts that no one is good except God, whereas in NA?” and 
its two subvariants, he asks why the young man should enquire of him about 
the good, and asserts that there is one who is good. Between the two, mae? 
unambiguously supports NA?27,50 


Test Passage 38: Matt 19:29a (UBS: 101*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
eio ei ueoy et Maj: natépa 3] untépa Y yuvortxa NA?*: natépa Y) pntépaT 
ceimu Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03 


Father or mother or Class 2: 019 33 205 892 
wife Non-mae? allies: 04 032 037 f? 579 


Non-mae? allies: (05) 
Reading 3: yoveic } yovaixa 


Certainty: 2 Class 2: 11582 


Although mae?’s syntax corresponds to the majority text against NA?", the cer- 
tainty rating has been lowered to 2 to reflect the possibility that the translator 
or a copyist expanded the reading to include the reference to one's wife inde- 
pendently of the Vorlage. 


47 . Oglacks pe. 

48 1 lacks 6. 

49 892 has ðeiç for elc. 

50 Text und Textwert indicates that 1582 is unreadable. 
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Test Passage 39: Matt 20:16 (Tst 56) 


CHAPTER 6 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


Napr evep[eau] 
The first will be last 


NA?": of npâTo! £cyottot. T 
Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 019 892 

Non-mae? allies: 035 085 1424 
Certainty: 1 


Maj: oi mpdtot Erxatot. MoMol yap 
gig KAntol: dAtyot 8£ ExAextol. 


Class 2:1 33 205 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 04 05 032 (038) 


fB 


Test Passage 40: Matt 20:22b—23 (UBS*: 107*) 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


[reruenea) cu?! 
[ram] etnecaq 
riexuov [rwuNenea) 
e2qxu]ovo NXH 
THC €qXO) MMAC 
nana(T) [Men 
ererue]ueaycaaq 
“Will you able to 
drink my cup which 
I will drink?” They 
said, “We will be 
able." Jesus said to 
them, saying, "My 
cup indeed you will 
drink." 


NA?": Sbvac8e mei TO MOTH pov 6 &yo 
yew mivety;  Aeyovow adt@- Suvapeba. 
Aéyet adtois- Tò ev MOTHPLOV pov m(ecOe? 


Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 019 11582 

Non-mae? allies: 05 035 038 085 f!? 
Certainty:1 


Maj: 80vatcOs neñv Tò motrjptov 8 


eyo LEMw nivet, Y Tò Båntiopa 8 


tyo Bantičopar Banticbijvan; 


Aéyoucty adt@:- Suvdpeda. Kat 
Aéyet AVTOIG- TO LEV TOTHPLOV pov 
nicole, xoi Tò Banticua 6 iyw 


Bantičopar Banticbyceade 
Class 2: 33 205 (892) 
Non-mae? allies: 04 032 037 


51 Schenke notes that the form betrays haplography of the n of future -ne-, with the n of the 


second person plural (2001, 213). 


IDENTIFICATION OF MAE? ALLIES 


Test Passage 41: Matt 21:12 (Tst 57) 
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Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
€20YN en '?"lepou NA?7: eic tò tepovT Maj: eic tò tepdv Tod 0co0 
into the temple Class 1: 0103 Class 2: 1 205 1582 


Class 2: 019 33 892 

Non-mae? allies: 038 0281" f!3 700 
1424 

Certainty: 2 


Non-mae? allies: 04 032 


Mae? lacks representation of tod 0200, and so supports NA?" against the major- 


ity reading which includes it. While it is possible that mae” may have truncated 
the longer reading, the word group íepóv tod 606 is common enough as a stock 


phrase to make this less likely. 


Test Passage 42: Matt 21:44 (UBS^: 115*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
(Omit v. 44) Reading 3: (Omit v. 44) NA?” = Maj: "[xai ó mecwv éni Tov 
Class 2: 33 Aí8ov todtov cuvOAacOyjcetat- Ep’ 


Non-mae? allies: 05 
Certainty: 1 


ov 8’ dv néoy Aeunoel avtov| 


Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 019 1205 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 04 032 035 (038) 
0102 f! 
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Test Passage 43: Matt 22:30 (UBS*: 118*) 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


aña AY Ne(p) T2H 


NA?7: GAN’ we dhyyeXo( 792 


Reading 3: dM’ wc &yyeXot Oeod 


NNIATTEAOC Class 1: 03 Class 1: 01 
But they will be as Class 2: (1) 205 (1582) Class 2: 019 33 892 
the angels Non-mae? allies: 05 (038) 700 Non-mae? allies: 035 f!? 
Certainty: 2 
Test Passage 44: Matt 22:35 (UBS^: 120*) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 


ea OYE MMAOY 
OYNOMIKOC 
eaqaqeurq 

One of them, a 
lawyer, asked him 


NA2? = Maj: érxyowtygev els &£ aùtôv 


[vopxòç]" 
Class 1: 01 03 
Class 2: 019 33 892 


Non-mae? allies: 05 032 038 0102 f? 700 


1424 
Certainty: 2 


Reading 3: émypwtyoey elc é£ 
AvTOV 
Class 2:1 205 1582 


52 Support marked in parentheses reads dM’ w¢ ol &yyeXot. 
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Test Passage 45: Matt 23:3 (Tst 58) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
eo[s] nim Reading 7: dca édv &'rooty duty Maj: 600 &àv cinwow duty typet, 
ETOYNEXAOY NHTEN TMOITATE mper xoi noite 

aPıTOY Class 1: 01 Class 2: 33 

Everything which Non-mae? allies: (036) Non-mae? allies: 032 0102 0107 f!? 
they will say to you, Certainty: 3 NA?7: öga ¿àv eltwow bpi 

do them. “Tomoate xal xvj petce? 


Class 1: 03 

Class 2: 019 892 

Non-mae? allies: 035 038 
Reading 3: óca ¿àv einwow piv 
Ttot£tre xal THPEITE 

Class 2:1 205 


Where NA?’ has the synonymous verb pairing momoate xoi pette, mae? has 
the single verb aprrov do, suggesting that mae? supports ors singular reading 


mTomoate. Mae?, however, often compresses synonymous verb pairings to a 
single verb,5? and does so often enough to justify the suspicion that its Vorlage 
may indeed have included both verbs. The suspicion is strengthened by the 
widespread support of mae*’s allies for the verbal pairing in NA?7. On the 
other hand, the shorter reading is supported by mae"'s Class 1 ally o1. This 
makes a decision very difficult, and one is tempted to discount this test passage 
altogether. Nonetheless, it is factored into the statistics as an agreement with 
the reading in o1 against NA?” and the majority.5+ 


53 


54 


For example, where the two blind men are reported as crying out and saying (xp&tovcec 
xai A€yovtec), mae? reduces this to evoo) crying (9:27). Or, where Jesus has compassion on 
the multitudes for they were distressed and scattered, mae? reduces this to nayxa[pu] they 
were scattered. Cf. also 113; 12:44; 21:21; 23:23; 26:4, 74; 27:2, 48. 

1582 is lacunose. 
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Test Passage 46: Matt 23:19 (UBS^: 124*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
NBedd[HO]Y NA??: Ttu@Aot Maj: pwpoi xai Tupàoi 
You blind! Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03 

Class 2:1 019 205 892 1582 Class 2: 33 


Non-mae? allies: 05 035 038 
Certainty: 1 


Non-mae? allies: 04 032 0102 f!? 


Test Passage 47: Matt 23:38 (UBS^:128*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


ner]euui ka eppreu — NA25: dgletat bpv 6 obxoc buoy 
Your house is Class 1: 03 
abandoned to you Class 2: 019 

Certainty: 2 


NA?'t = Maj: oletat duty 6 obxoc 
pv £pruoc 

Class 1: 01 

Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 97755 04 05 032 
038 0102 f!? 


Although mae? sometimes reduces redundant elements, proc seems too 


colourful to be subsumed by the word ku (xo). 


55 NA? cites 77" as supporting the longer reading. Since the publication of NA?’, two 
independent studies suggest the shorter reading is more probable (Head 2000, 6; Min 
2004, 201). However, my own analysis, in conjunction with David Champagne and Stephen 
Whatley at the Center for New Testament Textual Studies, New Orleans, concludes that 


the letters uo are indeed extant. 
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Test Passage 48: Matt 24:36 (Tst 60) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[6-9 letters]q Maj: o08£ of dyyeAot x&v Ovpaver, si yh ó NA?7: o08€ ol &yyeAot tv 
oyAc u[20-25 TATHP LOVOS. ovpavar, Po08& 6 vióç,` el uý ó 
letters]eva.erq?6 Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 TATP LOVOS. 
... neither ... alone Non-mae? allies: 01° 032 Class 1: 01 03 

Certainty: 3 Non-mae? allies: 05 038 f!? 


The text is so lacunose and there are so many ways to reconstruct it that 
there is some merit in excluding this passage from consideration. Schenke 
has reconstructed the passage without reference to the Son’s ignorance of the 
timing of the end, agreeing with the majority reading. There may be sufficient 
space, however, in the lacuna to accommodate the reference to the Son not 
knowing (o08& 6 vióç), so that mae? might support its inclusion in NA?7.57 
Nonetheless, the constraints of space slightly favour the majority reading. 


56 Schenke reconstructs the text as [unen einn ep]24 ove nK[earredoc gen umm au][uum 
ni]or (o)vaera; however, the other Coptic versions imply other possibilities. Apart from 
orthographic and dialectal considerations, Schenke's reconstruction differs from the other 
Coptic versions in four ways: 1) it lacks a pronoun (i.e., “no one") as the subject of the verb 
for knowing (mae: 2 sa?: aaay; bo^: exi); 2) it employs the verb eiuu instead of caoyn (cf. 
mae! sa?); 3) it incorporates the morph ke for the entity term ukearrexoc (cf. mae!), instead 
of the unexpanded term nnarredoc (cf. sa? bo^); and 4) ei py is represented by auum (cf. 
mae! sa?), instead of ega) (cf. bo^). 

57 Thisis more possible if the translator did not use the morph xe, which Schenke included in 
the reconstruction nx[earredoc]. As it stands, there is almost nothing of the x remaining, 
leaving Schenke to reconstruct the reading on the basis of mae!. Given mae?'s frequent 
reduction of assumable or redundant elements, the entity term wukearreXoc may have 


lacked the expansion of nngen unu in heaven. 
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Test Passage 49: Matt 24:42 (UBS^: 134*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
NTETENCAOYN EN NA?*: odx oldate noig “Hepa Maj: oùx olSate noig wpa 
unegaoy Class 1: 01 03 Class 2: 019 205 
You do notknowthe Class 2:133 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 017 036 0281 565 
day Non-mae?: allies: 05 032 038 13 788 579 700 828* 12411582* 

1424 

Certainty: 1 


Test Passage 50: Matt 25:1 (UBS*: 135*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
unnymgioc NA?” = Maj: tod vupgiovT Reading 3: tod vougion xai cíjc 
The bridegroom Class 1: 01 03 vüpQrc 

Class 2: 019 33 205 (892)58 Class 2:11582 

Non-mae? allies: (04)9? 032 035 0249 Non-mae? allies: 05 038 

f? 

Certainty: 1 


Test Passage 51: Matt 27:10 (UBS*: 145*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
?àYT€OY 2a MOH NA?” = Maj: dSwxav avta cig tov &ypóv Reading 3: £ócxo ÙT elc tov 
They gave them for Class 1: 03 &ypóv 
the field Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 Class 1: 01 

Non-mae? allies: o4 038 f!? Non-mae? allies: 032 

Certainty: 2 


58 | Tv vugiwv. 


59  1Óvupolà. 
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Test Passage 52: Matt 27:24 (UBS^: 148*) 
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Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
[oves an]ax Maj: A0Qóc ciut ATÒ Tod atratog Tod NA?*: A6Q6c cipt dtró TOD aiuaToç 
enec[na.]q xalilov TOUTOU "tovTov 

MMTeLAIKEOC Class 1: 01 Class 1: 03 


Iam clean in regard Class 2: 019 1 33 205 892 1582 
to the blood ofthis Non-mae? allies: (02)®° 032 f! 
righteous person Certainty: 1 


Non-mae? allies: 05 038 


Test Passage 53: Matt 27:35 (UBS*: 151*) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 

[e2:Ye1 &^u]poc NA?” = Maj: BoMovtes xAfjpov" Reading 3: B&Movteç xAñpov 

epaoy Class 1: 01 03 Wa TAnpwOH TO ONOev Sick tod 

They cast lots for Class 2: 019 33 (892)®! Teopytov Stepepicovto xà iudici 

them Non-mae? allies: 02 05 032 pov éautoic xai eri Tov iporciouóv 
Certainty: 1 pou £BotAov xAfjpov 


Class 2: 1 205 1582 


60 . tovTOU Tod Stxatov. 
61  BaMovtec xAÑpov Ex’ adta. 
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Test Passage 54: Matt 27:49 (Tst 63) 


Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 
n[qnegenq] ga keoye Reading 3: cwowv adtov. "AMoc dé NA?” = Maj: cwowy adtov.T 

2a4.X1 NOYAOTXH AaPav Adyyyv Évu£ev abtod thy mAcvpdv, Class 2:1 33 205 892 1582 
gaqtalxcy eayxe]r xai £E2A0&v BSwp xoi alpa. Non-mae? allies: 02 05 032 038 f! 
wecmp pa oycnaqgi Class 1: 01 03 


eBad: NEN [oyMaoy Class 2: 019 


... save him. Another Non-mae? allies: o4 
took a spear, jabbed  Certainty:1 

him, pierced the 

sides; blood came 

out with water 


Mae? unambiguously has the longer Reading 3 against the shorter text as it is 
reflected in NA?’ and the majority reading. 

Mae?'s reference to blood and water in mae? corresponds to the order of 
apo xoi Gwp found in some manuscripts.®? Alteration of order in such pairings 
is a documented phenomenon in translation (e.g., 5:45™2¢2; cf. Williams 2004, 
205—234). Given the support for water and blood by mae"'s closer allies, the 
agreement in word order between mae? and those manuscripts which have the 
other word order could be a coincidence of translation. 


62 Although not cited in NA?”, Text und Textwert cites Reading 3c as being supported by 036 
48 67 115 127* 160 364 782 1392 1448 1555 1780* 2117* 2139 2283 2328T 2437* 2586 2680 2787. 
Additional support for Reading 3a, following the order water and blood, comes from 5 26* 
175* 8711010 1011 1057 1300" 1566 1701* 2126 2585 2622! 2766*. 
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Test Passage 55: Matt 28:1 (cf. chap. 5 28:1.b.1) 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


[een r]ovau Ae 


NA?” = Maj: Owe °Sé coftteov 


Reading 3: Owe copgácvov 


MIICAMHAOON Class 1: 0103 Class 2: 019 33 
In the night of the Class 2:1 205 892 1582 Non-mae? allies: 579 12411424 
Sabbath Non-mae? allies: (rell) 
Certainty: 2 
Test Passage 56: Matt 28:2a (cf. chap. 5 28:2.5.1) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 


[e]aqi eBad gen THH 


AOYM LAQUI MNGDNH 


NA?7; xataßàç tE odpavod xal 


TpoceAOov amtexdAtcev Tov Alov 


Maj: xataßàç ¿E oùpavoð 
TpoTEAOw amtexdAtcev Tov Alov 


[eBaa]® Class 1: 01 03 Class 2:1 205 892 1582 
He came forth from Class 2: 019 33 Non-mae? allies: 02 05 038 f! 
heaven, and took the  Non-mae? allies: 04 032 
stone away Certainty: 3 
Test Passage 57: Matt 28:2b (cf. chap. 5 28:2.6.2) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding 


reading(s)9* 


2aqqi union [esa] 
[ei P]o«q uneugeov 
He took the stone 
away from the 
mouth of the tomb 


Reading 3: dmextAtcev Tov Ai£ov dd TÅG 
Oúpac tod uvypeiov 

Class 2: 019 1 33 205 1582 

Non-mae? allies: 036 038 f? 565 1241 
Certainty: 3 


NA?7: &rexdAtcev tov AlQov 7 
Class 1: 0103 

Class 2: 892 

Non-mae? allies: 05 700 


63 Mae? lacks representation ofthe second participle (poceA0ov), and represents &mextAIcev 


with gaqat [682 ]. 


64 The majority reading (drexüAtcev tov Aiĝov and TH¢ 0poc) is unsupported by any mae? ally. 
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Test Passage 58: Matt 28:6 (cf. chap. 5 28:6.5) 


Mae? 


Reading corresponding with mae? 


Non-corresponding reading(s) 


[amHin]H 
TAPETENNEOY EMH 
[eTNaqKH mmaq] 


“Come and you will 


NA?": dette Wete tov tónov önov Éxevro 
Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2: 33 892 

Non-mae? allies: 038 


Maj: d<bte Wete Tov TóTov Órtou 
EXELTO ó xÜptoc 

Class 2: 019 1 205 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 02 04 05 032 


see the place where — Certainty:1 0148 f'? 
he lay" 
Test Passage 59: Matt 28:9 (Tst 64; 28:9.6.7) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 


TAC AE gaqananT]a 


NA??: "xai iSod Inooðç nhvtyoev 


Maj: we òè Emopevovto amoyyethat 


neoy® avtats toic waONtatc abtod xoi Sod 
Jesus met them Class 1: 01 03 Inoods dajvtycev avtals 
Class 2: 33 892 Class 2: 019 1 205 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 05 032 038 f} Non-mae? allies: 02 04 0148 
Certainty: 2 (1424) 
Test Passage 60: Matt 28:20 (cf. chap. 5 28:20.5.2) 
Mae? Reading corresponding with mae? Non-corresponding reading(s) 


uniéieon )-)-)-)- 


Ofthis age 


NA2?: tod ai@vogT 

Class 1: 01 03 

Class 2:96 1 33 1582 
Non-mae? allies: 02 05 032 
Certainty: 1 


, n 


Maj: toô aidvoc. 'Aufv. 
Class 2: 205 892 
Non-mae? allies: 02° f!? 


65 Mae? consistently avoids representation of xai i800 (cf. 1.5), so that any correspondence 


with two readings involving the absence of i600 is probably coincidental, especially since 


both readings are attested only by singular witnesses unallied with mae?. 


66  oigislacunose here. 
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6.3.1 


Statistical Analysis 


Summary Chart of Statistical Analysis 
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Statistical data from the 60 test passages are encapsulated in the chart below, 


with the manuscripts arranged in rank of agreement with mae?, and set along- 
side with their agreement with NA2’. Test passage numbers in grey highlighting 
indicate agreement. Lacunae are indicated by the number being in light grey 
(1582: 37 and 45; 019: 60). 


Statistical analysis chart 


Mae? base comparison 


NA? base comparison 


Agreement rate Agreement rate 
Agreement between of mae? and Agreement between of NA?” and 
Ms mae” and subject ms subject ms NA?’ and subject ms subject ms 
mae? 123456789101121314 (600f60=100.0%) 12345678910112 13 44 of 60 = 73.3% 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 
34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 89 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 
52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 
57 58 59 60 
01 12345678910101 45 of 60 = 75.096 1234567891011213 41 of 60 = 68.396 
12 13 14.15 16 17 18 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
19 20 2122 23 24 25 26 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 31 82 33 34 35 36 37 38 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 89 40 41 42 43 44 45 
44 45 46 47 48 4950 51 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 
52 53 54.55 56 57 58 59 60 55 56 57 58 59 60 
03 1234567891012 42 of 60 = 70.096 1234567891011213 44 of 60 = 73.3% 
13141516 17 18 19 20 21 22 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 
89 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 
48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 46 47 48 49 50 5152 53 54 
57 58 59 60 55 56 57 58 59 60 
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Statistical analysis chart (cont.) 
Mae? base comparison NA?" base comparison 
Agreement rate Agreement rate 
Agreement between of mae? and Agreement between of NA? and 
Ms mae? and subject ms subject ms NA?’ and subject ms subject ms 
1582 n 1213 14 32 0f 58 = 55.2% 12 1314 34 of 58 = 58.6% 
19 20 21 22 23 19 20 21 22 23 
28 29 30 26 27 28 29 30 
36 37 38 39 35 86 37 38 39 40 41 

44 45 46 47 50 44 45 48 49 50 

53 54 55 56 57 58 59 52 53 54 57 58 59 
1 n 1213 14 330f60- 55.096 12 1314 35 of 60 = 58.396 

19 20212223 
28 29 30 
33 38 39 40 41 

44 45 

53 54 Ge 59 
892 101112 B 33 of 60 = 55.096 42 of 60 = 70.096 

22 

33 101112 B 32 of 60 = 53.3% 123 10 1121314 33 of 60 = 55.096 


26 27 28 29 30 


36 37 88 39 
45 46 47 
54 55 


2021 
26 27 28 29 30 
35 36 37 38 39 


42 43 44 45 46 
57 


1516 


IDENTIFICATION OF MAE? ALLIES 


255 


Mae? base comparison 


NA?’ base comparison 


Agreement rate Agreement rate 
Agreement between of mae? and Agreement between of NA?’ and 
Ms mae? and subject ms subject ms NA?’ and subject ms subject ms 
019 12345678910112 30 of 59 = 50.9% 123456789101012 29 of 59 = 49.2% 
13141516 171819 2021 13141516 1718 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 31 32 33 84 35 36 37 38 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 89 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 
50 5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 57 58 59 
59 
205 123456789101 1213 30 of 60 = 50.0% 12345678910112 30 of 60 = 50.0% 
141516 171819 20 21 22 13141516 1718 19 20 21 
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 81 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 
41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 
50 5152 53 54 55 56 57 58 49 50 5152 53 54 55 56 57 
59 60 58 59 60 


6.3.2 Explanation 
6.3.2.1 Identification of Mae? Allies 


The analysis of these 60 passages indicates that mae"'s closest ally is o1 with a 


75.0 96 agreement, followed by 03 at 70.0%. Thereafter, the other manuscripts 


agree with mae? at a rate of 15-20 points lower, all ranging about 5 percentage 


points of each other, at about 50-55%. 


With 205 at the lower range, at 50.0 96, the three f! members (12051582) show 


a moderate affiliation with mae?. This affiliation, however, is derived not from 


shared f! readings, but rather from the large number of readings in common 


with NA27,67 


67 Ofthe fifteen test passages in mae? which do not agree with NA’, only two belong to f''s 


special readings (cf. 6.3.4.2). Test Passage 27 might constitute a third, but in this passage, 


mae? supports the f! reading as much as it supports the other reading in o1. Presumably, 


209 would share a similar rate of agreement as 205 (cf. n. 21 above). 
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Block mixture in o19 and 892 in the earlier chapters of Matthew reduced 
the rate of agreement between mae? and these two manuscripts. In the last 
half of Matthew, these two manuscripts are particularly strong allies of mae?, 
especially 892. 

The rates of agreement would be higher, except that the analysis dismissed 
variants which, in the final analysis, lacked support from mae’s allies. If the 
17 variant passages which lack support from mae? allies for the competing 
variant were to be included, the rates of agreement between mae? and o1 and 
03 would be increased to 80.596 and 76.696, respectively. Moreover, half of the 
test passages were Teststellen which were intentionally chosen to illuminate 
affiliation, and have the net effect of producing rates of agreement lower than 
what is typical in ordinary sample passages.5? 


6.3.2 . Mae"'s Agreement with NA?’ and Other Critical Editions 
Perhaps the most striking result of this analysis is mae?'s high rate of agreement 
with NA7". None ofthe other manuscripts examined has a higher rate in these 
60 test passages. Mae? shares the same rate of 73.3% as 03.99 

If NA?’ is assumed to be the critical text which best represents the earliest 
attainable text, then mae? may be deemed as having a particularly good under- 
lying text, at least in the 60 test passages. The point may be pressed in regard 
to other critical editions. Mae? disagrees with NA?” in 15 of the test passages, 
but finds agreement with other modern critical editions in nine of these 15, 
as follows: 6:33 (SBL NA?5 WH); 9:14 (NA25 WH); 12:47 (WH); 16:2b-3 (WH); 
19:29 (SBL); 21:44 (WH™8); 23:38 (NA?5); 24:36 (Tregelles); 27:24 (Tregelles); 27:49 
([[WH]D). 


6.3.3 Verification of Results 

The analysis has produced two significant conclusions about mae? which invite 
scepticism: 1) mae?'s textual affinity with o1 and 03 exceeds that of any of the 
1,757 manuscripts of Matthew's Gospel evaluated in Text und Textwert that are 
substantially preserved; and 2) mae?'s underlying Greek text more consistently 
reflects what the NA?’ editors deem as the probable earliest attainable text 


68 One might note Eldon Epp's comment, “As to the definition of ‘text-type, no one yet has 
surpassed that offered by Ernest C. Colwell: "The quantitative definition of a text-type is 
a group of manuscripts that agree more than 70 percent ofthe time and is separated by a 
gap of about 10 percent from its neighbors'" (2005g, 372). 

69  Ifthe 17 variant passages lacking support from mae? allies were included, the rate of 
agreement between mae? and NA?" would increase to 79.2%. 
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of Matthew's Gospel than most of NA?”s consistently cited manuscripts. Such 
conclusions require significant verification and scrutiny. 

The selection of the 60 test passages could hardly be prejudiced, for they 
were determined by external factors. Every variant passage that could be used 
from the three sources (from Text und Textwert's 64 Teststellen, the three sample 
leaves of mae?, and UBS"'s passages involving extensive additions or omissions 
or significant differences in meaning) were incorporated into the analysis. 


6.3.3.1 Diversity of Test Passages 

Since the test passages were culled from these three different groups, they have 
differing characteristics which help assure an accurate assessment. Almost half 
of the passages, 29, were derived from texts which specialists deemed most 
significant in assessing textual relationships. More than a fourth (17) may be 
characterised as minimally affected by translational phenomena. And a few 
less than a fourth (14) may be characterised as involving typical variants and 
were derived from different parts of the codex to guard against block mixture. 
The three groups bring to the analysis different advantages, and this diver- 
sity helps legitimise the analysis, and increases the reliability of its conclu- 
sions. 

The agreement rate between mae? and NA?’ in the Teststellen is 74.2%, sim- 
ilar to the 71.4% agreement rate in those UBS^ passages involving significant 
additions or omissions, or significant differences in meaning. In contrast, the 
three sample leaves have a higher agreement rate with NA2’, 92.9%. This, how- 
ever, is not unexpected, for the Text und Textwert editors chose their Teststellen 
to highlight differences, and because the variants involving major differences 
in UBS^ tend toward polarisation of the manuscript tradition. In contrast, the 
selection of test passages from the three leaves was as inclusive as possible or 
practical (cf. 6.1.2.2), with the result that a more ordinary variation is reflected 
therein.”° 


6.3.3.2 Exact Correspondence in Passages Involving Significant Omission 

The high rate of agreement between NA?’ and mae? was anticipated in chapter 
two where I analysed 15 passages involving only additions or omissions of entire 
verses or significant clauses (2.5). In 13 of the 15 passages, mae? supports the 
shorter text, allowing for exact and assured correspondence between mae? 
and any Greek manuscript also omitting the pertinent text. In 10 of these 13 


70 The eight Teststellen which are found in the three leaves all happen to have agreement 
between mae? and NA”. 
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passages, mae? enjoyed exact correspondence with NA2’, while the other three 
were passages in which NA? put its text in brackets. Mae?'s agreement with 
10 of the 13, along with NA?"s uncertainty in the other three, suggest that 
mae? preserves proportionately more early readings than other manuscripts, 
so that the high agreement with NA? in this present chapter should come as 
no surprise. 


6.3.3.3 Exclusion of Passages 

The most important element in critiquing this assessment is whether or not 
the correct passages were excluded from consideration. Many were neces- 
sarily excluded due to mae?'s lacunose text. Justification of the exclusion of 
the passages which were culled either from Text und Textwert's Teststellen or 
from the three sample leaves of the manuscript has been given in full, either 
in this chapter, or in previous three chapters. While I did not justify exclu- 
sion of any of the 107 UBS* variant passages which are extant in mae?, most 
of them should be immediately obvious as not qualifying as involving vari- 
ants of lengthy additions or omissions, or of significant difference in mean- 
ing. Although reviewers may disagree with some of the particulars or deci- 
sions about some of the test passages, I am confident that any re-assessment 
of these excluded passages would not significantly impact the statistical anal- 
ysis. 


6.3.3.4 Low Degree of Certainty 

Some judgments are unavoidably subjective, but if I have erred, I have at- 
tempted to do so to guard against a sensationally high rate of agreement 
between mae? and NA?”. In particular, I begrudgingly include four dubious pas- 
sages which decrease mae?’s rate of agreement with NA2’, only because I want 
to err on the less sensational side (Test Passages 28, 45, 48, 57). 

Altogether, I deemed 9 of the 60 test passages as having a low degree of 
certainty.” If these nine were omitted from the analysis, mae”’s agreement 
with NA?” would increase from 73.3% to 78.4%, and would surpass 03's rate 
of agreement with NA?’ by 5.8 percentage points. Exclusion of these nine test 
passages from the analysis would yield the following results, listed in rank of 
agreement with mae?, set in contrast against the ranking with the test passages 
included. 


71 Test Passages 9 (6:8), 12 (8:25), 23 (13:35), 28 (15:6b), 44, (22:35), 45 (23:3), 48 (24:36), 56 
(28:2a), 57 (28:2b). 
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Inclusive: 


rates of agreement including 


low degree of certainty readings 
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Exclusive: 


rates of agreement excluding 


low degree of certainty readings 


Agreementrate ^ Agreementrate Agreementrate ^ Agreement rate 
Subject of mae? and of NA?” and of mae? and of NA?” and 
manuscript subject ms subject ms subject ms subject ms 
mae? 60 of 60 =100.0%  440f60=73.3%  510f51=100% 40 of 51 = 78.496 
03 420f60=70.0%  440f60=73.3%  400f51278.496 37 0f51- 72.696 
01 45 0f60=75.0%  410f60-268.396  390f512 76.596 — 390f51- 76.596 
892 33 of 60 = 55.0% — 420f60-70.096 300f51=58.8% 35 0f51= 68.6% 
1 33 of 60 = 55.0% 350f60=58.3% 300f51=588% 33 0f51= 64.7% 
1582 32 0f58=55.2%  340f58=58.6% 280f50=56.0% 32 0f50= 64.0% 
33 32 of 60=53.3% 330f60=55.0% 26 of51= 50.1% 28 of 51 = 54.9% 
019 300f59=50.9%  200f59=49.2% 230f50=46.0% 23 0f50=46.0% 
205 30 of 60 =50.0%  300f60=50.0% 250f51=49.0% 280f51=54.9% 


The adjustment would result in a marginally stronger alliance between 03 and 
mae?, at the slight expense of o1, although o1 and 03 would both maintain their 
sole status as mae?'s Class 1 allies. Thus, given the subjectivity of some aspects 
ofthe analysis, mae? could have been shown to have had an even higher rate of 
agreement with NA?' than the earlier conclusions indicate. 

Family 1 manuscripts 1 and 1582 would increase their rate of agreement with 
NA?” significantly, by over 10 percentage points, and 205 by nearly 5 percentage 
points. Still, mae?'s agreement with NA?" would be about 14 percentage points 
higher than the agreement between NA?” and Family1 members 1 and 1582. The 
other manuscripts would have but marginal adjustments in agreement with 
NA?’, 


6.3.3.5 NA?"s Bracketed Texts 

Seven of the 60 test passages involve extremely difficult text-critical decisions, 
as indicated by NA?"'s use of brackets.?? Five of the eight involve disagreements 
with mae?. Thus, even if some of my analysis is adjudged invalid, then the 


72 Test Passages n (6:33), 14 (9:14), 18 (12:15), 22 (12:47), 29 (16:2b-3), 42 (21:44), 44 (22:35). 
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vulnerability and susceptibility of these passages to change might compensate 
for any re-assessment. 


6.3.3.6 Quantity of Test Passages 

Although one could wish for more test passages, the 29 Teststellen used in 
the final analysis of mae?'s extant text is more or less proportionate to the 64 
Teststellen used for the whole of Matthew by Text und Textwert. Considering 
lost and lacunose pages, probably about half of Matthew is preserved in mae?. 
Thus, the 29 Teststellen that are used for the analysis of mae? is proportionate 
to the 64 used for the whole of Matthew. Considering the passages included 
from the three leaves analysed in chapters three through five and those from 
the UBS* variant passages, the total number of test passages seem adequate to 
ascertain mae?’s textual affiliation. 


6.3.3.7 Margin of Error 

A margin of error is impossible to calculate, involving as it would complex 
issues such as the relative certainty of the correspondence of mae*’s text to 
the Greek, not to mention the possible presence of singular readings in mae?'s 
Vorlage. Some of this uncertainty is offset by considerations noted in the sub- 
sections of the present section 6.3.3. Regardless, even if mae?'s 73.3% rate of 
agreement with NA?’ had an implausibly high 20% margin of error, mae?'s 
rate of agreement with NA?’ would still be within the same range of agree- 
ment, for example, as that of NA?"s consistently cited witnesses of the first 
order. 


6.3.4 Implications 

6.3.4.1 Early Attestation of Matthew 

As indicated in 1.1.3, second and third century attestation of Matthew’s text is 
not extensive. Of 1,070 verses total, only 154 verses are attested in this earliest 
period, or about 1496, as the chart indicates:7? 


73 Datais derived in part from Hurtado 2006, 217—218. Roger Bagnall (and others) have argued 
that many second and third century manuscripts need to be dated later or with a wider 
range of dates (2009, 1-24). 


IDENTIFICATION OF MAE? ALLIES 261 


Second and third century attestation of Matthew's Gospel 


Chapter 1| 2 3 4 5.067 8.9 10 


Manuscript Pı | P70 zo |P64* 101 10:1 102 364* Puo 0171 


Number of verses 17| 6 1 2 5 3 4 7 9 9 


extant 


Number of verses 8 | 17 8 21 4 |34|29|34|38 25 


unattested 


Chapter n 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 


Manuscript B70 | P70 | P103 P45 


Number of verses 2 2 3 9 


extant 


Number of verses 28 48 55 36 39 28 27 35 30 25 


unattested 


Chapter 21 22 | 23 | 24 | 25 26 27 | 28 


Manuscript P45 P104 P77 vo | P45 | P45 P64* P37 P53 


Number of verses 7 4 10 8 6 39 10 34 12 


extant 


Number of verses 39 46 | 29 | 43 | 40 32 66 | 20 


unattested 


* Le., P64, P67 (P4). 
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Chapters 6-9, 14—19, 22, 27—28 are not attested at all by the early papyri, 
and the remaining chapters are attested only in several verses.” Thus, whether 
mae? is dated earlier (4th century) or later (5th century),?? it is nonetheless one 
ofthe earliest substantial witnesses to Matthew's Gospel, one which has strong 
affiliation with o1 and o3. 


6.3.4.2 Mae?'s Witness to a Textform and Transmission Technique 

Mae?, o1, and 03 have a relationship with each other that the other mae? allies 
do not share. In addition to mae?'s strong textual affiliation with o1 and 03, 
as indicated in the research above, this relationship is further reflected in 
their high number of common Sonderlesarten. Text und Textwert understands 
Sonderlesarten to be those readings which are neither the majority reading 
nor the putative earliest attainable text (i.e. NA?7; Aland et al. 1999, 21). In 
the 60 test passages, remarkably, the three manuscripts o1, o3, and mae? have 
five Sonderlesarten in common: Test Passages n (6:33), 14 (9:14), 22 (12:47), 29 
(16:2b—3), and 54 (27:49). No other manuscript shares as many Sonderlesarten 
with oi and 03 as mae?; o19 has two (Test Passages 31 and 54), while the 
individual manuscripts 033 036 038 f! 157 579 1424 have but one each in 
common. Additionally, mae? shares Test Passages 27 (14:26), 28 (15:6), and 45 
(23:3) as Sonderlesarten with o1, while mae? shares one more Test Passage 
(number 47, 23:38) by itself as a Sonderlesart with 03. 

In addition to having individual rates of agreement with o1 and og that 
are 15-25 percentage points higher than its allies, mae?'s unique relationship 
with o1 and 03 may be seen through its high rate of agreement with o1 and 03 
combined. There are 41 of the 60 test passages (68.3%) where o1 and 03 agree 
with each other. Of the 60, the three manuscripts together agree in 34 passages 
(56.796). This agreement significantly surpasses 892's 23 agreements with o1 
and 03 (38.396) by 18.496, and is much higher than f's and 33's 18 agreements 
each (30.0%), and o19's 15 agreements (25.496)."6 The unique relationship is 
seen also when the agreements of the two manuscripts mae? and o1 are used 
for the comparison base to analyse the relative proximity of the other allies, as 
well as when mae? and o3 are so used: 


74 Chapter 26 is the best attested, with 43 verses attested in four different papyri. Thereafter, 
chapters 1 and 10 are attested in 17 verses, and then chapter 21 in 13 verses. 

75 Cf. Chapter n. 12. 

76 Note the earlier statement by Colwell that a text-type consists of manuscripts that agree 
more than 70 percent, with a gap of about 10 percentage points from other manuscripts 
(6.3.24 n. 71). 
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Mae? oi and 03 agreements with class 2 allies 
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Base manuscripts Mae? 01 03 f 892 33 019 

01 and 03 34 of 60 180f6o0 230f60 180f60  150f59 
40 of 60 = 68.3% = 56.7% = 30.0% =38.3% =30.0% =25.4% 
Mae? and 01 340f60 210f60 270f60 220f60 200f59 
45 of 60 = 75% =56.7% =35.0% =45.0% =36.7% =33.9% 
Mae? and 03 34 of 60 210f60 210f60 200f60 18 o0f60 
43 of 60 = 71.696 = 56.7% = 35.0% =35.0% =33.3% =30.5% 


Noteworthy is that mae? has a higher rate of agreement with either 01 (75%) or 
03 (71.696) than 01 and 03 (68.396) have with each other, by 3.2 to 6.7 percentage 
points. 

A possible way to explain this unique relationship between mae?, o1, and 
03 is to posit a line of transmission of their shared readings from an earlier 
text form. The significance of the relationship between o1 and og in this regard 
has long been noted and advanced as a text-type (Westcott and Hort 1988, 212— 
227), although the validity of text-types has been questioned (Parker 2008, 159- 
175; cf. Epp 20058, 360 n. 45). The relatively high percentage of shared readings 
between 01 03 and mae?, however, many of which could hardly have arisen inde- 
pendently of each other, does allow the possibility that their shared readings 
may have existed coherently in earlier individual manuscripts. As such, mae?'s 
unique relationship with o1 and 03 raises the confidence of retracing such a line 
of transmission of these readings, and may help define the earlier textform. 

In addition to its possible attestation of an earlier textform, mae?'s agree- 
ment with o1 and og on significant variant passages may also support Eldon 
Epp'sassertion ofa strict transmission technique in the early period. He argues, 
on the basis that 975 and 03 are nearly identical, that they reflect a strict line 
of transmission (2005g, 368-373), and that other manuscripts such as o1 and 
some ofthe papyri reflect a similar strictness in transmission. For those papyri 
assumed to be ofthe second or third centuries which contain parts of Matthew, 
he included into this category P64 + 67, T1, and P53. He does so with great ten- 
tativeness, partly due to their fragmentary texts, a tentativeness which is all the 
more necessary when the collation base is restricted to Matthew. Accordingly, 
these papyri together contain a total of 29 verses for Matthew. Since mae? is 
so much more substantial than these papyri, and since it is so strongly affili- 
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ated with o1 and o3 which are primary witnesses to this type of transmission 
technique, mae? may offer early and significant data which, duly considered, 
may strengthen the case for a strict line of transmission in regard to Matthew's 
Gospel.”” 


6.3.4.3 Mae"'s Support of ors Singular Readings 

Another significant implication of the close affiliation between mae? and o1 
is that some of oi's heretofore singular readings may now be assumed to have 
genetic coherence. Previously, under the influence of Westcott and Hort who 
argued that many of ors singular readings were “individualisms of the scribe 
himself" (Westcott and Hort 1988, 246—247), New Testament editors may have 
been hesitant to incorporate o1’s singular readings into their critical texts. The 
new evidence from mae? may show that some of these singular readings in o1 
do in fact have genetic coherence. Test Passages 28 (15:6) and 45 (23:3) are two 
possible examples, as is Test Passage 11 (6:33, although UBS* cites 03 as giving 
qualified support to ors reading). 


6.3.4.4 Conclusion 

Mae?'s presumed early date, its quality of text, and its close affiliation with 
01 and 03 suggest that New Testament editors and text critics should utilise it 
in their attempts to establish the earliest attainable text. Specific passages are 
discussed further in 7.6.2. Mae?’s text-critical value, however, cannot be realised 
without a thorough understanding of its translator's translational habits. 


77 In contrast both to Epp's tentativeness and the relatively large amount of mae”’s extant 
text, consider this assessment of Pı: "The copyist of 1 seems to have faithfully followed 
a very reliable exemplar. Where there are major variants, T1 agrees with the best Alexan- 
drian witnesses, especially B, from which it rarely varies" (Comfort and Barrett 2001, 39). 
Yet, the comment was made on the basis of 17 extant verses, containing only one Teststelle. 
By comparison, Matthew's Gospel is extensively preserved in mae?. 


CHAPTER 7 


Conclusions 


I was drawn to mae? through my interest in early non-canonical Jesus tradi- 
tions. Schenke, who first introduced the manuscript to the public through his 
editio princeps, claimed that mae? is a witness to an alternative Gospel dating 
to the earliest period (cf. 1.2 above). This was an allurement difficult to resist. 
Consequently, I began my research with expectations of finding early Jesus tra- 
ditions not otherwise known. 

Initially, I was impressed by mae?'s strikingly different readings, such as the 
women going to the tomb “in the night of the Sabbath, early in the morning 
at the hour of light, while the stars were still above,’ or that the guards at the 
tomb “arose like dead men" (281, 4), or the shift from third person to first per- 
son so that Jesus conveys, “If J had not made those days short, no flesh would 
be saved. But on account of my elect, J will make those days short"! Moreover, 
Schenke's retroversion seemed to suggest that mae? is so different from our 
familiar Matthew as to justify its comparison to Epiphanius' characterisation 
of the Gospel of the Ebionites as false and mutilated (“gefälscht und verstüm- 
melt" [Schenke 2001, 30]).? Further into my research, however, as I compared 
mae?’s Coptic text with the Greek text and the other Coptic versions, I had five 
realisations which led me to reject Schenke's views. 


74 Mae"'s Affinity with Familiar Matthew 


First, I found that mae? has too much in common with our canonical Matthew 
to reflect an alternative Gospel. This is evident in the analysis of text unaf- 
fected or minimally affected by translation. In particular, the correspondence 
between mae? and our familiar Matthew in regard to sequence of pericopes 
and verses, content, and the occurrence of names is all too high for mae? to 


1 The shift from third person to first person may be an accommodation to Coptic's lack of 
a passive voice. Attributing the shortening of days to Jesus himself probably seemed more 
desirable than assigning such a role to non-descript persons through the use of the dynamic 
passive. Regarding the intrusion of the possessive article with the personal intermediate, its 
occurrence in mae? and in Coptic translation generally, is frequent (cf. 6:14—15.c.4; Mink 1972, 
223). 

2 Forthe negative assessment of Schenke's retroversion, cf. 3.5.2.2. 
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be an alternative. One of my most fruitful research endeavours was to com- 
pare variants involving larger additions or omissions which are affected little 
by translation. There are 15 such passages extant in mae?, with mae? support- 
ing the text of NA?’ at a higher rate of agreement than most of NA?"'s consis- 
tently cited manuscripts, coming second only to o1, and tied with o3 (cf. chapter 
two). 


7.2 Homogeneity and Heterogeneity of Mae? and the Coptic Versions 


My second realisation came when I compared mae? with manuscripts from 
the broader Coptic tradition. Although mae? is independent from them, they 
nonetheless share many common features. Through my intraversional analy- 
sis, I quantified the lexical and syntactical differences between mae? and the 
others, and discovered that mae? has fewer unique elements than sa? and bo^ 
(cf. 3.5.1). The fact that mae? has so much in common with the other Coptic ver- 
sions, and the fact that they have as many or more unique syntactical elements 
as mae?, make untenable the claim that mae? is a hitherto lost alternative ver- 
sion. 


7.3 Predictability of Mae?’s Translation 


The third realisation was that many unexpected readings actually reflect mae?’s 
translational habits or Coptic convention elsewhere. This is seen generally 
in the Konjunktionsnetz (1.4.2.4—1.4.2.5). Indeed, the lack of representation of 
initial xai and post-positive é is so pervasive as to be nearly predictable. 
This would commend a translational explanation over one that appeals to its 
Vorlage, especially since there seems to be no viable motive for an editor to 
remove such features. Moreover, like mae?, the other Coptic versions also have 
Konjunktionsnetz readings that are sometimes incongruous with the Greek, 
strengthening the credibility of the translational explanation. 

Other "surprising" features are more or less predictable, as well. For exam- 
ple, mae? consistently avoids representing the many occurrences of -£pyopot 
verbs in NA?’ that are paired redundantly with other verbs (cf. 28:2.a.1). Other 
features incongruous with the Greek which occur less frequently in the other 
Coptic versions, but more regularly in mae?, include the use of the personal 
independent (anak) with an inflected modifier (ex) for the formulaic “I say to 
you" (cf. 12:6.a.1), and the use of the periphrastic conditional i for the Greek sub- 
junctive (cf. 6:2.5.1). Examples of these and other such features abound. 
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Other syntactical aspects are less predictable, but not unexpected in light of 
their treatment elsewhere in mae?. For example, mae? may use the future ne- 
in hypothetical contexts where the future is not used in the Greek (cf. 5:40.a.1). 
In some instances mae?'s tendencies are reflected in the simplification of com- 
plex Greek syntax (cf. chapter 4 12:18.a), while elsewhere they are seen in the 
expansion of a text to clarify the Greek (cf. 28:1.a.3), or to convey information 
that is otherwise merely assumed by the Greek (cf. 12:1.a.5). While these phe- 
nomena occur more frequently in mae? (ten Kate 2007, 622), they also occur 
elsewhere in the Coptic tradition (Perttilä 2008, 368, 376). 

The theoretical basis of translational expectations and the appeal to a trans- 
lation theory to explain incongruities between mae? and its Greek Vorlage were 
set forth in 1.3 and 1.4 above, while the interplay of theory and praxis is seen in 
the translational analysis of each verse in chapters three through five above. 


74 Mae”’s Correspondence in Meaning with the Greek 


The fourth realisation was that, despite significant differences in syntax, mae? 
sufficiently conveys the meaning of Matthew's Gospel as it is known in the 
Greek manuscript tradition. Interestingly, Schenke also commented, with some 
amazement, that mae? omits smaller or larger text elements yet nonetheless 
conveys the meaning of the Greek text as it is otherwise known to us (cf. 
chapter 3 n. 10). As a matter of fact, Schenke provides no examples in his 
introductory material which would suggest that mae? differs significantly in its 
depiction ofthe Jesus story. As it turns out, in the surveyed material in chapters 
three through five, the differences in meaning were minimal if not trivial, 
even though the syntactical differences were often significant. For summaries, 
cf. 3.5.2.1, 4.3.1, and 5.3.1. 


7.5 Mae"'s Textual Affiliation 


Conclusions reached through my translational analysis of mae? yielded a fifth 
realisation, one which was entirely unanticipated from the onset, but one of 
great significance. When I had established that mae?'s Vorlage was not unlike 
our known Greek manuscripts of Matthew's Gospel, I noticed that mae? often 
agrees with variant readings adopted by NA?’ and other modern critical edi- 
tions. This in itself is not surprising, given its purported date and provenance. 
What is surprising is the nearly unprecedented extent to which mae? supports 
variant readings accepted by scholars as the earliest attainable reading. In the 
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60 test passages, I found that mae? had a higher rate of agreement with NA?" 
than any of its allies, except for o3 with which it is tied. Conclusions regarding 
the textual analysis were reached in chapter six above. 

The textual analysis also allowed a ranking of mae’s closest allies, by per- 
centage of agreement. The closest allies by far are 01 (7596) and 03 (70%), with 
the next closest allies lagging by about 15 %.3 Indeed, mae?’s rate of agreement 
with either o1 or 03 is higher than o1 and 03 have together (6.3.4.2). 

The results of the analysis may support the notion of an earlier textform con- 
taining the shared readings of mae?, 01, and 03, a textform which would other- 
wise be attested extensively in Matthew only by o1 and 03. The close affiliation 
ofthe three allows for their triangulation to help determine the better external 
attestation of certain variants, and has other important text-critical implica- 
tions (cf. 6.3.4 above).* 


7.6 Implications 


7.61 Translation Theory 

My research has shown that perceptions of translation equivalency need to be 
more flexible and broadened. Such perceptions for Coptic translation of Greek 
have hitherto been largely informed by Sahidic and Bohairic translations, typ- 
ically reflected in manuscripts produced centuries later than mae?'s probable 
date. Schenke's assessment of mae? may have been unduly influenced by later 
Coptic versions. Mae?, in fact, may represent a more natural, indigenous style 
of Coptic, and be less influenced by the source language than the style typical 
of the Sahidic and Bohairic versions. Accordingly, mae? may give insights into 
a Coptic style representative of the era prior to the impact of Shenoute and of 
translation Coptic (cf. chapter 1 n. 23). 


7.6.2 Reconsideration of Variants for Editors of the Greek New Testament 
In light of the textual analysis in chapter six, I include a chart indicating the 
impact of mae?'s witness upon variant passages where mae? disagrees with 


3 Therates of agreement would be higher, except that the analysis dismisses variants which, in 
the final analysis, lack support from mae"?'s allies. For these statistics, cf. 6.3.2.1. 

4 Acomparison ofthe significance ofthe Vorlage of mae? with that of P75 might be proffered in 
regard to their mutual attestation to a particular transmission technique and to their witness 
to earlier textforms which they have in common with o1 and o3. However, the relationship of 
975 and 03 in Luke and John is so close that the triangulation exemplified between mae’, 01, 
and 03 in 7.6.2 (below) is not feasible for B75, o1, and 03. 
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NA7, The degree of impact is determined by the triangulation of the three 
closely related manuscripts mae?, o1, and 03. The unique relationship of these 
three was shown in 6.3.4.2. It is this unique relationship which provides the 
basis for triangulating mae?, o1, and 03 to help surmise which reading might 
extend back toward the earlier textform. 

The last column of the chart indicates the relative degree of impact mae? 
has on external attestation, with 1 being the greatest, and 3 being the least. The 
degree of impact is assessed as follows: 


1. Aone rating is used where mae? has the most significant impact on external 
attestation. It is assigned in those instances where mae? disagrees with both 
o1and 03, or agrees with either 01 or 03 if one of them is an otherwise singular 
reading (in particular, Test Passage u for 01). 

2. A two rating is used where mae? has a moderate impact on external attesta- 
tion. It is assigned in those instances where mae? supports either 01 against 
03 Or 03 against 01. 

3. A three rating is used where mae? has a marginal impact on external attesta- 
tion. It is assigned in those instances where mae? supports a reading already 
supported by both its allies o1 and 03. 


Mae?'s impact on external attestation is most significant when it disagrees with 
01 and 03 because its disagreement shows for the first time that the three-fold 
witness to the earlier textform is divided. Its impact is also strong whenever it 
gives new evidence that one of the other two is not a singular reading. Mae?’s 
impact is moderately significant when it sides with one of the two against the 
other, so that the attestation to the earlier textform is no longer equally divided 
between o1 and 03, but is weighted toward one or the other by mae?'s new 
witness. Mae?'s impact is least significant when it merely confirms that the 
three witnesses to a reading are in agreement. 

In these passages, mae?'s witness may combine with other factors to imply 
that a change in NA?"s text is needed. The degree of impact, however, only 
considers external attestation, and does not take into consideration internal 
evidence or intrinsic probabilities which are necessary for a final judgment. 

The chart only includes those passages analysed in chapters three through 
six; analysis of the whole of the manuscript would likely reveal many more 
passages.? 


5 Notincluded are Test Passages 28, 45, 48, and 57, since mae?'s correspondence with the variant 
readings may reflect factors unrelated to mae?'s Vorlage. 
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CHAPTER 7 


Highly uncertain readings which the NA?" editors placed in brackets are pre- 


sented in bold to emphasise their special susceptibility to alteration. Relevant 


features are underscored when practical. 


Variants supported by mae? against NA?’ 


Variant for 


re-consideration 


Impact: 
1- greatest 


Test NA?’ and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate 
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae? 3 - minimal 
No. 11 Cyteite Se mpdtov THY — Cyteiite 88 ME@TOV [KOTH NTaq gap — 1 
6:33 Bactrstov "[vo0 0g00]^ thv Bactreiavxai mv Nea] TequnT(e)pa 
xai THY 8ucotog ovv 8ocattocóvry adTtod [Men Teqarkatocyny] 
avtod Seek first his kingdom 
and his righteousness 
019 032 037 038 0233* + o1 (03) mae? 
f?33 892 M 
No. 12 xoi mooceABdvtes T xot mooceAGdvtes ol [... MAO]HTHC ... 1 
8:25 HYEtpav adtdv pantat abtod Hyeipav disciples 
avtov 
01 03 334 892 04 (019) 032 038 f! !? 
1424 (MN) mae? 
No.14  vnotevopev " [noa],  vyotevopev, ol dé [Ten]nucreyn 3 
9:14 ot dé pantai cou pabytat cov uekua eurac We fast. 


012 04 05 019 032 038 
0233 f! ? 33 892 


+ 0103 0281 mae? 


Your disciples ... 


6 The reason why I assigned a 1 impact on external attestation is because o1 otherwise appears 


to bea singular reading due to 03's qualified support (cf. Test Passage 11). 
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Variant for Impact: 
re-consideration 1- greatest 


Test NA?’ and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate 
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae? 3 - minimal 
No. 18 xolyjxoAo08v,cov abt@  xalyxordovOjnoav alt  eay[oyegoy] [ncox«] 1 
12:15 “[éxAot] noA oC dyxAot toot NXH OY(NA)X Mna 
A great crowd, they 
followed after him 
04 05 019 032 038 (* 01 03 omit óyAot 
(50233 pc) f! 33892 mae? supports 
M mae? removal of brackets) 
No.22 "[strsv8é tig adta, Omit (omit) 3 
12:47 "I800 ý uy cov xoi 
ol dSeAgol cov Ew 
éotyxacw Cytodvtés 
got aĝa J` 
(01 04 (05) 032 035 01* 03 019 036 mae? 
038 f 13 (33) 892 M 
No. 27 foi dé pantal iBóvvec  iðóvteç SE adtdv§ eTeayneoy ep[a«] 2 
14:26 ovv? having seen him 


o1! 03 (04) 05 (019) 
(032) (0106) f? (33) 
(205) (892) (MW) pc 


o1* 038 (073) (f*) 700 
(1241) (1424) pc mae? 


7 Support marked in parenthesis reads xat i8óvcec adtov ol pabytat. 


8 Support marked in parentheses reads xai iðóvteç adtov. 
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Variants supported by mae? against NA?’ (cont.) 
Variant for Impact: 
re-consideration 1= greatest 

Test NA?’ and Greek with supporting 2- moderate 
passage manuscriptsupport manuscripts Mae? 3 = minimal 
No.29 6d&dmoxpieiceinev  db&dmoxpiOeiceinev nraquielxeqnafoy 3 
16:2b-3 — adtoic, "[òptaç abtotc, Teve& tovypd = xe rei renea] ereaov 

yevopévng Agyete, xai pour tc n[na]e He said 

Evddia, nvppåčer to them, “This evil 

yàp ó oùpavóç: xoi and adulterous 

Tew, Ehpepov generation” 

yep ov, roppatzet yàp 

otuyvaCwv 6 odpeves. 

TÒ MEV vtpóctomov TOD 

ovpaved ywwoxete 

Staxptvetv, te dé 

egeta THY xotpáv 

ov Suvacds. |^ T'eveà 

TovYjpà xoi potra ic 

04 05 019 032 038 f'33 0103 033 036 f? 579 al 

892 M mae? 
No. 35 Oc dv droban THY Oc dv Trovon THY nau eTNegi Teqc[ei]uu 2 
19:9a yovaixa adtod “uy ent  yovatxa adtod EBAN AXXEN OYCEXH 


fo? 
mTopvelot 


01 04* 019 032 035 038 
078 892 M 


TAPEKTOS AdYOU 
Topveiaç 


03 05 f! 8 33 mae? 


uniopnueia? The one 
who will divorce his 
wife, except for a case 
offornication, 


of NA”. 


9 Mae?lacksrepresentation of xai yayhon Mny, but otherwise corresponds to the short reading 
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Variant for Impact: 
re-consideration 1- greatest 

Test NA?’ and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate 
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae? 3 - minimal 
No.38  natépa Ù untepat TIATEOA Ñ UNTEPA Ñ iwr ei Meoy etcemmu 2 
19:29 yovotxat Father or mother or 
wife 
03 (05) 01 04 019 032 037 fË 33 
205 892 579 M mae? 
No.42 "[xoió meow ert (omit) (omit) 1 
21:44 Tov Albov Todtov 
ouvbAaciycetat ip’ dv 
' &y néoy Atnpnoet 
avtov] 10 
01 03 04 019 035 (038) 0533 mae? 
0102 
f: 892 
No.44 . émypwrtyoev elc é£ émnpwtnoer elc 2& 2a OYE MMAOY 3 
22:35 adtav [voguxéc]* AOTOV vo[.uxóc OYNOMIKOC 2àq0)eNTQ 
One of them, a lawyer, 
asked 
010301933892 mae? (f! omits vopuxóc; 
mae? supports 
removal of brackets) 
10  IftheNestle-Aland editors bracketed the verse on the strength of the testimony of o5 and 


33, how much less secure is the reading on the basis of its omission in mae?? 
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Variants supported by mae? against NA?’ (cont.) 
Variant for Impact: 
re-consideration 1= greatest 


Test NA?’ and Greek with supporting 2 = moderate 
passage manuscript support manuscripts Mae? 3 = minimal 
No.47 — dgletau uty 6 otxos àpietar duty 6 obxoc ner]emHi KH EPWTEN 2 
23:38 bp àv Eppos bp Qv Your house is 
abandoned to you 
$77 0104.05 032 038 — + 03 019 mae? 
0102 f! 3 33 892 
No.52 'A0Qóc clu dd Tod AG@dc ciut ATÒ TOÔ T[oves anjax 2 
27:24 aluaToç "tovtov aluaToç tod xatlov enec[na.]q MTELAIKEOC 
Iam clean in regard 
to the blood ofthis 
righteous person 
03 05 038 01 (02) 019 032 f! 33 
892 mae? 
No. 54 owowv otÜtÓv. T awowv avtov. "AXAoc dé n[4Negenq] gaKeoye 3 
27:49 AaBavAdyynv EvvEev — eaqxi NOYAOTXH 


advtod thy TAEvpdy, xar 


2EAAGev 08cp xai ato. 


eaqTal[xcy eaqxe]T 


Necmp ea oYcnag T 


eBad- men [ovuaovy] 
... save him. Another 
took a spear, jabbed 
him, pierced the sides; 
blood came out with 
water 
02 05 032 038 f! 8 33 01 03 04 019 mae? 
892 


All these readings should be reviewed by Greek New Testament editors. In 
particular, due to mae?'s new support for certain readings, and its impact on 
external attestation as it is triangulated with its closest allies o1 and 03, I would 
especially consider a change for Test Passages n, 18, 42, and 47; these readings 
are either already set in brackets or were changed from NA?5. Moreover, the 
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marginally additional weight that mae? adds to Test Passages 22, 29, and 44 
might be deemed sufficient to remove the bracketed readings, as well. 


74 Final Assessment 


Ihave set forth certain conclusions based on various parts of mae? and numer- 
ous test passages. While the analysis is extensive enough to justify these con- 
clusions in general, a more accurate assessment must involve a complete verse- 
by-verse analysis in regard to translation, and a variant-by-variant analysis in 
regard to textual affiliation. 

Schenke has been praised, with considerable justification, for his magiste- 
rial editio princeps. Indeed, my work is almost wholly dependent upon it, espe- 
cially upon his grammatical indices which reflect a mammoth effort, great 
scholarly maturity, and a completeness rarely seen in manuscript editions. 
Reviewers have also duly noted the speed with which the edition was pro- 
duced (Baarda 2004b, 302; Depuydt 2003, 630). One wonders, however, whether 
Schenke would have come to different conclusions if there had been more time 
for him to investigate more fully a translational explanation, and for testing his 
own theories.!! 

Had Schenke's assessment that mae? was derived from a hitherto lost He- 
brew Matthew been correct, the implications would be significant. First, there 
would be important new data to help resolve the Synoptic problem, as Schenke 
himself suggested (chapter 1 n. 21). Moreover, there would be an expectation 
that the manuscript would contain not only more data for reconstructing the 
historical Jesus, but data that are derived from an earlier date. Such a trea- 
sure trove would be incalculably valuable for early Christian studies. Unfortu- 
nately, these expectations are not fulfilled in the considerable remains of Codex 
Schgyen, and perhaps were altogether unrealistic to begin with. 

What actually is contained in the codex, however, realistically endows mae? 
with great worth. In the final assessment, there are seven factors which reflect 
mae?'s great value (cf. 1.1.3): 


1. Itis a witness to a hitherto unknown subdialect of Middle Egyptian Coptic. 
2. It bears the text of what some have surmised as one of the earliest Coptic 
translations (1.6). 


11 Regrettably, Schenke died the year after the publication of the editio princeps. A reflection 
of his life was written by his friend and colleague Hans-Gebhard Bethge (2005), in which 
some comments were made in regard to mae?. 
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3. It may preserve a more natural Coptic style, less affected by the source 
language than later Coptic texts, and as such, may provide information about 
early indigenous Coptic (1.3), especially if its probable 4th century date is 
sustained. 

4. It is a text which exemplifies the freedom a translator might enjoy in the 
early period of New Testament translation (1.6). 

5. Itis probably one ofthe earliest substantial witnesses to our familiar Gospel 
of Matthew (6.3.4.1). 

6. It has a Vorlage which is a relatively pure witness to the textform that it 
shares with its closest allies o1 and 03 (6.3.4.2) so that the three witnesses 
may sometimes be triangulated to assess their relative impact on external 
attestation. 

7. Relative to other manuscripts, it has a very high rate of agreement with NA?", 
comparable to that of 03 (6.3.2.2). 


Points 3-7 are features Schenke could not observe since they are incompatible 
with his understanding of mae?. It is these last five features, however, along 
with the first two, that give mae? such significance. As a consequence, mae? is 
worthy of further analysis and is likely to be used extensively to help establish 
the text of Matthew's Gospel in those passages which are not translationally 
ambiguous. 
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33-37, 36n17, 42, 140, 147, 

147114, 158, 158n26, 179, 229, 229n32, 233 


references 


Latin 14, 18n50, 19n52, 34-37, 35114, 58, 
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and mae! throughout, and Codices Glazier, 
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references, subject and object 11,18, 
33-34, 33nu1, 36117, 56n29, 86, 134, 148, 
153, 156, 157, 162, 174, 185, 187, 220, 220n23, 
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Sahidic 3n12, 6, 6n23, 9, 10, 14, 16n47, 16n48, 
37) 44, 442, 53n27, 58, 71, 76n61, 79171, 80, 
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P53 


01 


02 


03 


04 


05 


017 


019 


021 
022 


Manuscripts 
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56, 58, 72, 80, 86, 93, 97, 109, 137, 140, 
146, 147, 148, 154, 157, 158, 169, 170, 
175, 179, 181, 182, 195, 198, 200, 216, 217, 
223, 224—255, 230, 256, 259, 262, 263, 
264, 266, 268, 268n4, 269, 270-274, 
270n6, 276 

41n26, 169, 175, 179, 195, 198, 200, 
216n19 

4, 22, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 49118, 72, 86, 
93, 95, 97, 109, 115, 137, 140, 147, 148, 
154, 158, 169, 170, 175, 179, 186, 193, 
195, 216, 217, 223, 22324, 224—255, 
228n30, 256, 258, 259, 262, 263, 264, 
266, 268, 268n4, 269, 270—274, 270n6, 
276 

40, 41, 138, 140, 144, 147, 154, 158, 161, 
169, 175, 179, 229, 230, 231, 233, 234, 
235, 238, 239, 249, 242, 243, 246, 248, 
250, 251, 252, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274 
29, 39, 41, 51, 53, 54, 56, 58, 72, 86, 93, 
98, 109, 119, 138, 143, 144, 149, 154, 157, 
161, 169, 175, 179, 181, 182, 186, 192, 193, 
195, 216, 217, 217N22, 223, 224—255, 
251, 270, 271, 272, 273, 273N10, 274 
248 

38, 40, 41, 53, 72, 86, 93, 109, 110, 223, 
224—255, 229n31, 252n66, 256, 259, 
262, 263, 270—274 

108, 109 

140 
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P64467 216n19, 261, 263 


P7o 
P75 
P77 
P101 
P102 
P103 
P104 


024 
032 


033 
035 


036 


037 


038 


073 
078 
085 
0102 
0106 
0148 
0170 
0171 
0233 


0242 
0249 
0250 
0281 


161, 261 

263, 268n4 

246, 246155, 261, 274 
261 

261 

261 

261 


216n19 

41, 72, 86, 93, 138, 140, 147, 154, 

161, 165, 175, 179, 195, 198, 200, 224, 
225—255, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274 

39, 153, 238, 262, 272 

41n26, 72, 86, 93, 216n19, 225, 226, 
227, 231, 242, 244, 245, 246, 248, 271, 
273 

169, 191, 197, 216n19, 234, 235, 245, 
248, 250n62, 252, 262, 271, 272 

58, 119, 147, 154, 169, 228, 233, 241, 242, 
270, 273 

33111, 41, 49n18, 53, 72, 86, 93, 108, 
154, 161, 169, 175, 179, 182, 192, 195, 
197, 199, 216, 217, 223, 224—255, 262, 
270—274 

216ni9, 235, 236, 271 

240, 272 

216n19, 242 

243, 244, 246, 273, 274 

233, 234, 235, 236, 271 

175, 179, 198, 200, 252 

216n19, 227 

261 

119, 147, 154, 228, 230, 233, 234, 235, 
270, 271 

234, 235 

248 

86, 216n19, 226, 235 

147, 154, 216n19, 230, 231, 233, 238, 
243, 248, 270 
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fi 


fig 


18 
124 
127 
157 
160 
175 
205 


209 
233 
279 
346 
348 
364 
372 
543 
565 
579 


Minuscules 


41, 53, 72, 86, 93, 147, 149, 154, 161, 169, 


175, 195, 197, 198, 200, 217n21, 255, 
255n67, 262, 263, 270—274 

39» 41, 51, 53, 72, 86, 93, 109, 110, 154, 
161, 169, 175, 179, 195, 197, 224-255, 
262, 270—274 

216, 217, 22325, 224—255, 259, 
270—274 

216 

250n62 

227 

80, 198, 200, 216, 226, 248 

227 

36n17 

216, 217 

250n62 

53 

39, 41, 56, 58, 72, 93, 147, 154, 157, 161, 
167, 169, 175, 179, 195, 197, 198, 200, 
216, 217, 223N24, 223n25, 224-255, 
259, 262, 263, 270—274, 273n10 
250n62 

250n62 

216n19 

250n62 

216, 217 

216 

250n62 

39, 116, 238, 262 

250n62 

250n62 

216, 217, 217n21, 223n25, 224—255, 
255n67, 259, 270-274 

216, 217, 217n21, 255n67 

227 

216 

216 

174, 197 

250n62 

148, 216 

216 

169, 182, 197, 248, 251 

38, 39, 109, 119, 169, 223n24, 236, 238, 
239, 241, 248, 251, 262, 272, 273 


597 
687 


700 


788 
826 
828 
837 
871 
873 
892 


983 

1010 
1011 

1057 
1093 
1129 
1192 
1241 


1253 
1295 
1300 
1306 
1372 
1392 
1414 
1424 


1448 
1566 
1582 


1555 
1604 
1675 
1701 

1780 
2117 

2126 
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38 

216n19 

108, 154, 169, 179, 191, 216, 233, 236, 
238, 239, 243, 244, 248, 251, 271 

216, 248 

216 

216, 240, 248 

216n19 

250n62 

148 

58, 72, 140, 146, 147, 154, 160, 169, 157, 
179, 216, 217, 223, 224—255, 256, 259, 
262, 263, 270—274 

216 

40, 250n62 

250n62 

250n62 

156 

216n19 

216 

56, 72, 119, 167, 169, 197, 224, 225, 234, 
236, 248, 251, 271 

227 

216n19 

250n62 

216n19 

216n19 

250n62 

216n19 

56, 72, 95, 153, 154, 167, 169, 179, 216, 
224, 225, 2277, 229, 230, 235, 236, 241, 
242, 243, 244, 248, 251, 252, 262, 2770, 
271 

250n62 

250n62 

216, 217, 22325, 224—255, 22729, 
259, 270-274 

250n62 

216 

216 

250n62 

250n62 

250n62 

250n62 
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2139 
2148 
2283 
2328 
2437 
2585 
2586 
2589 
2597 
2607 


$a364 


250n62 
227 
250n62 
250n62 
250n62 
250n62 
216, 250n62 
216n19 
216n19 
216n19 


Coptic 


199 


Codex Glazier 2n8, 9n25, 173, 188, 237 


Latin 


Codex Brixianus | 176n27 


2622 250n62 

2680 216, 250n62 

2737 216 

2766 250n62 

2784 216n19 

2786 216 

2787 250n62 

m 53, 72, 86, 93, 147, 154, 161, 169, 175, 


179, 195, 198, 200, 270, 271, 272, 273 


Codex Milani  2n7,176n24, 237, 237n41 
Codex Mudil 2n8, 3, 9, 9n25, 237 
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Coptic Grammatical Index 


The index follows the linguistic terminology used in Layton's A Coptic Grammar: With Chrestoma- 


thy and Glossary: Sahidic Dialect, second edition (2004). Select grammatical terms corresponding 


in both Coptic and Greek linguistic systems are listed in the General Index, while those that differ 


are listed either in the Coptic Grammatical Index or the Greek Grammatical Index accordingly. 


Aorist 19153, 45, 72, 72050, 95, 103, 113, 158 

Attributive 18, 55, 57, 147115, 220, 220n23, 221 

Asyndeton  23n66, 51, 91n84, 147, 151, 172, 178, 
179n36, 190 

Auxiliary 15, 16n47, 79071, 94, 142, 142077, 143, 
158, 194 


Causative 82 

Circumstantial 19n53, 23n66, 24n69, 25, 
4507, 55, 82, 84, 94, 95, 103, 18, 119, 137, 142, 
155, 174, 180n37, 181n43, 185 

Cleft sentence 99, 99n9o, 159 

Conjunctive 6, 7-8, 8n25, 19n53, 23n66, 25, 

45n7, 78n69, 91n84, 103, 117n108, 142, 175, 

179n36, 180, 193n61 


Demonstrative, affective 45, 77n67, 194 


Entity term — 45,143,148, 247 
Focalising conversion 45 


Intermediate 45, 56, 79, 84, 85, 86, 90, 110, 
123, 144, 151, 153, 156, 170, 171, 181, 194, 228, 
265 


Jussive 6, 82, 179n37, 180n37 


Konjunktionsnetz 16, 17, 20 


Limitative 6 
Modifier, inflected — 53, 63, 135, 138, 159, 266 


Nouns, common and gendered common 95, 
220N23 


Optative 45, 85, 105, 142, 149, 151, 180n37, 187 


Perfect 25, 54128, 103, 147013, 156, 156n24, 


165, 191, 193, 222 


Personal, dependent, independent 45, 82, 
97, 138, 188, 191, 266 
Personal mediate, intermediate 21, 45, 56, 


79, 84, 85, 86, 90, 110, 123, 144, 151, 153, 156, 
170, 171, 181, 194, 228, 265n1 
Precursive (Temporal) 
45, 141, 142, 144, 156, 156n24 


11 156 
Preterit 
Relative | 16n47, 25, 45, 55, 72, 72n50, 84, 92, 
97, 99, 103, 159, 171, 185 
Specifier, generic, interrogative 69, 143 
State, absolute, prenominal, prepersonal 
76n62, 82, 99, 116, 136, 147, 14713, 175 


Verboid 45, 143, 145, 154, 178 


Greek Grammatical Index 


Select grammatical terms corresponding in both Coptic and Greek linguistic systems are listed 
in the General Index, while those that differ are listed either in the Coptic Grammatical Index or 


the Greek Grammatical Index accordingly. 


Case, accusative 60,109,185 Participle  12n35, 15, 19n53, 25, 25n72, 82, 84, 
Case, dative 56, 60, 109, 114, 134, 138 94, 95, 118, 147, 149, 154, 158, 165, 168, 174, 
Case, genitive — 82, 171, 172n15, 185, 191 178, 179, 184, 185, 188, 192n59, 193, 197, 199, 
Case, grammatical 56, 60, 171, 17215, 185, 222, 233, 251n63 
191 
Case, nominative 56,167 Subjunctive 8, 66, 80, 85, 85n74, 149, 180, 221, 
266 


Substantive 25, 60, 18 


